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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Aw important ster has been taken towards relieving the pressure 
of court work in the Chancery Division. Availing himself of the 
provisions of section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1884, the Lord 

Bhancellor has decided to request one of the learned judges of the 
* Queen’s Bench Division to sit ‘as an additional judge” of the 
Chancery Division, “ for the purpose of hearing causes or matters, 
or any applications therein”; and fifty actions have been 
~ selected from the books of that Division to be assigned for hearing, 
in pursuance of the provisions of the section. As soon, there- 
fore, as these actions come into the daily cause paper, there 
will be six judges sitting for the trial of actions entered in the 
Chancery Division. 








Tue causes to be assigned are selected from Mr. Justice Currry’s 
list, and, for the information of our readers, we give elsewhere a 
list of these causes, which, we believe, will be found approximately 
accurate. 





Tue resvtr of the expedient which is to be adopted to facilitate 
the hearing of causes in the Chancery Division will be to increase 
the difficulty complained of as regards the chambers of the chancery 
judges, for the block existing there will, of course, be increased 
when six judges are making orders instead of five. The com- 
mittee which has been inquiring into the delay in the chancery 
chambers should be able to ascertain whether it is necessary to 
increase the number of the chief clerks. As matters now stand, a 
large—probably a too large—number of matters in chambers are 
disposed of by the junior clerks, and it does not seem possible to 
depute other and more important duties to them. : 





We print elsewhere some important new rules under section 
127 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, dated on Wednesday last; and 
which, under sub-section 5 of the above-mentioned section, will 
come into operation one month after they are made. The first rule 
modifies, in the case of firms or persons carrying on business, the 
inconvenient provision of rule 16 in schedule 1 to the Act, which 
provides that every insertion in an instrument of proxy shall be in 
the handwriting of the person giving the proxy. The proxy may, 
after the 4th of April next, be filled up and signed by any person, 
in the employ of a firm or person carrying on business, having a 
general authority to sign for such firm or person. The rest of the 
rules relate to proceedings under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 
1869. The jurisdiction and powers of the High Court under that 
section are to be exercised by the bankruptcy judge, and no longer 
by the bankruptcy registrars, of the High Court ; no summons under 
section 5 is to be issued by the High Court unless the judgment 
creditor first obtains an order of the bankruptcy judge for the 
issue of the summons ; and new regulations are made in substitu- 
tion for rule 268 of 1883, as to the transfer of cases in which there 
should be a receiving order instead of committal. 





One nesvtr of the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884, is to impose 
& new tax upon purchasers of land situate in Yorkshire, in the 
shape of the costs of the preparation and registration of a caveat. 
It will be seen from the report of the Sheffield District Incorporated 
Law Society—extracts from which we give elsewhere—that the 
committee recommend that the conditions of sale used by members 





of the society should contain a clause empowering the purchaser 
to call on the vendor for a caveat to be filed at the registry on, or 
at any time after, the date of the purchase contract ; and. we have 
h from several quarters that the practice of requiring this caveat 
has become very general. The necessity for it arises from the pro- 
visions of sections 14 and 15 of the Act, which give to regi 
assurances priority over unregistered assurances, although persons 
claiming under the former may have had actual notice of the latter, 
and constitute the registration of any instrument actual notice of 
such instrument, and of the fact of its registration, to all persons, 
and for all purposes whatsoever. The effect of these provisions, 
unaccompanied by any provision as to caveats, would have been to 
compel everyone to complete a purchase at the registry. Search 
would have had to be made up to the time of completion, and the 
conveyance would have had to be registered immediately after 
execution. By virtue of section 10, however, when a caveat is 
registered, any assurance by the person giving the caveat, conveying 
any interest in the lands described therein to the person in whose 
favour the caveat is given, will have priority as though it had been 
registered upon the date at which the caveat was registered. 





ee. 


In a case of Re Mitchell, Mitchell v. Mitchell, on Tuesday, 
the question was mooted before Mr. Justice Curry whether, under 
the Order of 1884, as to Supreme Court Fees and Percentages, 
any amount is payable as « percentage upon the taking of accounts 
by an official referee ; and that learned judge was invited to make 
a declaration on the face of an order that, as regarded the case under 
discussion, no such percentages were payable. This he declined to 
do, on the ground that he had no power either to remit or impose 
court fees, which is the province of the Treasury. The particular 
items in the order are Nos. 72 and 73; but these, according to 
the heading of that portion of the order, relate to proceedings in 
the Chancery Division; at the judges’ chambers, or before a 
taxing master or district registrar, and not to proceedings before 
an official referee. Under another heading, items 88—91 prescribe 
the fees to be paid on proceedings before an official referee. It did not 
appear from any statement made in court whether any such per- 
centages as the parties desired not to pay had been claimed by any 
official, and, in fact, the request for the declaration was not 
seriously pressed ; but it should be noted that on any question of 
the application of the order as to fees, the Treasury would be 
entitled to be heard, seeing that the Treasury has, in accordance 
with the Judicature Act, 1875, “concurred” in the Order of 1884 
which prescribes them. The question raised before Mr. Justice 
Currry is one of some importance to suitors, inasmuch as if, by 
going before the official referee to take accounts, parties can 
avoid the percentages payable in chambers, a considerable saving 
will sometimes be effected. 





AN ANOMALOUS conprITIoN which, under certain circumstances, iv 
imposed on solicitors, appears to deserve attention. The conditior 
referred to is stated in Seton (p. 1617), as follows :—“ It is settle. 
that where the order appealed from directs the appellant te pay 
costs, the costs must be paid according to the fey on the per- 
sonal undertaking of the respondent’s solicitor to refund if the 
appeal is successful.” This proposition is supported by the follow- 
ing cases, which undoubtedly bear out its statements—viz., Grant 
v. Banque Franco-Egyptienne (L. R. 8 C. P. D. 202), Morgan v. 
Elford (L. R. 4 Ch. D. 388), Merry v. Nickalls (21 W. R. 305, 
L. R. 8 Ch. 206), Beattie v. Ebury (28 L. T. N. 8. 458), and 
Gibbs v. Daniel (4 Giff. 41) ; and there is also the more recent case 
of Polini v. Gray (28 W. R. 360). These are decisions of the 
Court of Appeal, made on the occasion of application to stay 
execution for costs pending an appeal to the House of Lords, but 
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the same principle was followed by Bacon, V.C., on the occasion of 
an application to stay execution pending an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal in Dreyfus v. The Peruvian Guano Company, on the 13th 
January last. The form of the undertaking is to be found in Seton 
(p. 1616), and is as follows: ‘“‘And N. and M., the solicitors for 
the defendants, personally undertaking in the event of the order 
dated, &c., being reversed on appeal to the House {of Lords, te 
abide by any order which this court may make as to their re- 
funding to the plaintiffs the costs by the said order directed to be 
paid to them by the plaintiffs.” This form contains an obvious 
mistake, because the order would not direct the plaintiffs to pay 
costs to the defendants’ solicitors, but to the defendants, and the 
defendants who received the money, would naturally be the persons 
to undertake to refund. On what principle is it that it is always 
the solicitor who is called upon to undertake to return costs, 
regardless of whether they have been directed to be paid to him or 
to his client? This is the question to which we desire to have an 
answer; and we should be curious to know how such an under- 
taking could be effectually enforced when the costs are directed, as 
they always are (except when they come out of a fund in court), 
to be paid to the client and not to the solicitor. 





“A Partiamentary Canprpate”’ recently published the opinion 
of a learned counsel to the effect that, under the Corrupt Practices 
Act, 1883, the cost already incurred of issuing ‘‘ an electoral 
address,” and printing and posting circulars to ‘‘the probable 
electors’ of one of the new London boroughs, must be included in 
the election accounts. This has led to a good deal of “‘ heckling ” 
of the Attorney-General in the House of Commons on the subject. 
He was asked on Monday whether “‘he had considered the proba- 
bility of a very large portion of the bond fide expenses allowed 
under the Corrupt Practices Act for the purposes of carrying out 
an election being absorbed before the actual election took place.” 
The answers of the Attorney-General amount, in effect, to an 
opinion that the question of when an election commences for the 
purposes of the Act of 1883 depends on the circumstances of each 
case. ‘‘ It would,” he said, ‘‘ be a consideration whether a meet- 
ing were of a general character, and held for the purpose of sup- 
porting the interests of a party, or for a member meeting his 
constituents and making an annual statement or address to his 
constituency generally. The expenses of such a meeting need 
not be scheduled. But, if a meeting were held for the purpose of 
advocating the claims of particular candidates at an approaching 
election, then the expenses of the meeting would be connected with 
the election, and must be taken into account.” The first part -of 
this answer we take to be unquestionably correct; but, if the 
latter part is meant to refer to any meeting held at any distance of 
time before a vacancy or a dissolution, ‘‘to advocate the claims of 
any particular candidate,” then this important result follows— 
that, if the Attorney-General’s interpretation of the Act is correct, 
the expenses of such a meeting are expenses incurred “ in respect 
of the conduct or management of” the election, and anyone who 
pays such expenses, not being the election agent of the candi- 
date, is guilty of an illegal practice. It is to be observed, how- 
‘ever, that, on Tuesday evening, the Attorney-General seems to have 
declined to commit himself to the proposition that “ persons who, 
in view of an approaching election, defrayed the expense of holding 
meetings to be addressed by a particular candidate in order to pro- 
mote his return to Parliament, ‘were guilty of an ‘ illegal practice,’ 
unless such expenses were paid through an election agent, and 
included in the return of election expenses.” The practical lesson 
is that all meetings at which intending candidates appear, before a 
vacancy occurs, ought to be made “of a general character, and 
held for the purpose of supporting the interests of a party.” 


Tue Hovss or Lorps has in the first half of the present session 
already passed a Bill to amend the Law of Evidence, and the 
Attorney-General has now introduced in the House of Commons a 
Bill of similar tenor, the main clause of each Bill providing that 
persons charged with offences shall be competent witnesses at the 
hearing of the charge. The phraseology of the main clause is in 
each case different, but it is a difference in phraseology and nothing 
more. It is on the point of compellability that the two Bills chiefly 





differ. The Lords’ Bill provides that ‘‘ no person so charged, being 
a witness on any hearing of such charge, shall have the right to 
refuse to answer any question on the ground that it would tend to 
criminate him or her [this “or her” is surplusage] as to the 
offence charged, unless the court before whom such hearing shall] 
take place shall think fit.” The Attorney-General proposes that, 
‘‘@ person called as a witness in pursuance of this Act shall not be 
asked, and, if asked, shall not be required to answer, any questions 
tending to show that any defendant has committed or been con- 
victed of any offence other than that wherewith he is then charged, 
unless the proof that the defendant has committed such other 
offence is admissible evidence to show that such defendant is guilty 
of the offence wherewith he is then charged, or unless such 
defendant has given evidence of good character.” Of the two we 
prefer the Attorney-General’s clause, on the simple ground that in 
a criminal case we dislike leaving more than is absolutely necessary 
to the discretion of the court. It should be pointed out, however, 
that the words of the exception, ‘‘ unless the proof,” &c., will give 
very great latitude to a cross-examining counsel. On a trial for poi- 
soning A., for instance, it will be competent for the prosecuting 
counsel to ask the prisoner whether he did not buy a particular 
poison, of which B. died, a few days before B.’s death. On the 
whole, we think that the words ought to be struck out. The 
highest authorities seem now to be so much agreed upon substantial 
points that, with a little trouble, some Bill or other embodying the 
main amendment of the Law of Evidence which both Bills incor- 
porate ought to pass both Houses before August. 





Tue provisions of the “ Bill to assimilate the law affecting the 
registration of occupation voters in counties and boroughs, and for 
other purposes,”’ which has just been introduced by the Attorney- 
General, should be carefully studied by overseers, clerks of the 
peace, town clerks, and others. The principal clause is the 8th, 
which directs that ‘‘any person shall be qualified to be registered 
as a voter, in 1885, who would have been so qualified if the pro- 
visions of the Representation of the People Act, 1884, respecting 
persons deemed to be inhabitant occupiers, and the entry of the names 
of persons on the rate-book, had been in force throughout 1884 ;” 
thus preparing the way for a general election by the new 
constituencies in the present year, instead of 1886; but not, unless 
the revision be hastened, before the Ist of November next. In 
addition to this important clause, it is proposed (1) that the regis- 
tration of occupation voters in counties shall be conducted in the 
same manner as the registration of occupation voters in boroughs; 
(2) that the revision of the lists in non-parliamentary municipal 
boroughs shall be conducted by revising barristers, instead of by 
the mayors and revising assessors; (3) that clerks of the peace 
and town clerks shall send their precepts to the overseers on, or 
within, seven days before the 15th of April; a date which 
will necessitate a very early carrying of the Bill; and (4) 
that the Queen, by order in Council, may prescribe new forms 
‘‘which may appear to her Majesty to be necessary for carrying 
into effect the Parliamentary Registration Acts, and this Act, 
with power to substitute any forms, instructions, or directions for 
any form, instructions, or directions contained in any schedule to 
any of the Parliamentary Registration Acts, and with power to 
make the dates connected with registration in parliamentary 
counties correspond to those in boroughs.” It is intended 
that ‘‘the Act shall continue in force, until the completion 
of the register of voters made in 1885 ne year is italicised] 
and no longer, unless contimued by Parliament’’ (with the 
additional provision, of course, that, notwithstanding the expiration 
of the Act, everything done in pursuance of it shall continue of 
full effect); but we think experience points to a future yearly 
continuance of the Bill, if it should pass, by a succession of 
Expiring Laws Continuance Acts. All the more necessary will it be 
that the Bill should be clearly and accurately framed. At present 
it shows signs of haste, not having even a short title. The 8th 
clause, however, which should surely have been placed first in 
order, is clear enough. Considerable objection will, no doubt, be 
made to the clause which gives her Majesty ix Council power to 
alter existing forms and dates in connection with registration ; and 
pressure will be brought upon the Government to include the new 
forms in a schedule to the Bill. Precedents for giving a public 





department the power to alter statutory forms are not wanting ; 
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thus, the Local Government Board was authorized by the 
Vaccination Act of 1871, section 15, to alter forms contained in the 
Vaccination Act of 1867 ; but the exercise of the franchise, which 
will often depend upon the right use of a form (see, for instance, 
Beenlen, Appellant; Hockin, Respondent, 4 C. B. 19), is a more 
important matter; and we think the new forms ought to be 
scheduled to the Bill. 








ACQUIESCENCE BY MARRIED WOMEN 
. IN BREACHES OF TRUST. 


Ir we may judge by the result of the case of Sawyer v. Sawyer, 
before the Court of Appeal, of which a report appeared in our 
columns a short time ago (supra, p. 272), we should be led to 
suppose that the court’s “fine-spun sentiments of equity” have 
recently entered upon an acute stage, which holds out a prospect 
of increased activity to the lawyers. In that case certain trust 
funds were settled upon a wife for life to her separate use, with 
remainder to the husband for life, with remainder to the children 
of the marriage. It is most material to observe, that there was 
nothing whatever’in the settlement to restrain the wife from 
anticipation. Under these circumstances, the trustees from time to 
time committed several breaches of trust, by lending several sums 
of money, part of the trust property, to the husband on his personal 
security only. The husband afterwards became bankrupt, leaving 
these advances unpaid; and they were accordingly lost either in 
whole or in part. Both the husband and the wife were fully 
cognizant of the breaches of trust ; and had, in fact, on occasion of 
their being committed, given to the trustees joint and several 

romissory notes, undertaking to pay on demand the sums of stock 

om which the sums of money advanced to the husband had 
arisen. 

When an action was brought on behalf of infant children of the 
marriage to compel the trustees to make good the damage resulting 
from their breaches of trust, there could be, of course, no defence 
to the action so far as the liability of the trustees to make good the 
damage is concerned. But the trustees claimed that, though they 
were bound to refund the money lost, they were entitled to recoup 
themselves out of the wife’s life interest, so far as it would extend, 
upon the ground that she had been a consenting party to the 
breaches of trust out of which the losses had arisen. This claim 
was disallowed by Mr. Justice Chitty, and his decision has recently 
been upheld by the Court of Appeal, consisting of the Lords 
Justices Baggallay, Bowen, and Fry. 

Nothing but the respect which we feel for those learned judges 
would restrain us from saying that their reasoning appears to be of 
the flimsiest deseription ; and we have no doubt at all, speaking as 
citizens and not as lawyers, that the result of their decision will be 
highly mischievous. Of its moral aspects we will say something 
when we have made a few further remarks. The court, in giving 
judgment, admitted that, if the person against whom this claim of 
Tetainer was made hed been ‘‘a man of full years,” the claim 
ought to be allowed. But they added :—Did the fact that she was 
a married woman make any, and, if so, what, difference in her 
liability ? To this question the reader might have supposed that 
avery simple reply was forthcoming. The fact that she was a 
married woman might have made a great deal of difference, because 
a married woman is capable of being restrained from anticipation, 
which ‘aman of full years” is not. But, in the present case, 
there existed no such restraint, and therefore there seems to have 
existed no sufficient ground for making any such distinction. We 
have never understood that a married woman, when she is not 
restrained from anticipation, has any less power to dispose of her 
separate estate than ‘‘a man of full years” has to dispose of his 
property. Nor have we ever understood that her power to bind 
her separate estate, by way of imposing a charge of liability, is in 
any way more restricted than her power to dispose of it absolutely. 

tis, of course, quite possible that we may be mistaken upon 
both these points; and, if we are in the wrong, no one can be 
more competent to set us right than the learned judges to whom 
We are referring. But, in that case, we could ‘wish to be told so 
im plain terms, which would enable us to ascertain the precise 
nature and degree of the difference in question, with a view to 
applying our knowledge to future circumstances. But we find 





nothing of this kind in the judgment; the learned judges say 
nothing in direct derogation from the power of a married woman 
to bind her separate estate. Instead of some distinct and intelli- 
gible proposition of law, from which the desired conclusion would 
follow, we find nothing but displays of a kind of rhetoric which is 
very appropriate in perorations of counsel, especially when address- 
ing a jury, but is much less erreiee to a judgment. It'seems 
to be much better adapted to solicit a general (and, therefore, 
unintelligent) assent than to state the specific grounds from which 
its conclusions are logically deducible. 

‘‘The primary duty of the trustees,” said the court, ‘‘ was the 
protection of the fund, which they did not p .? No doubt ; 
but this proposition may be understood in more than one sense, and 
the question is, which sense is the right ene? If it be taken only 
to mean that the trustees were liable to make good the damage 
caused by their breach of trust, the proposition seems to be obvious, 
and it does not seem to have been at all disputed by the trustees 
themselves. The question was not whether they were bound (as 
they admitted themselves to be) to make good their default; but 
whether, after they had performed that duty, the consenting cestui 
que trust was not liable to indemnify them to the extent of her 
interest in the trust funds. We confess that we never understood 
it to be any part of the duty of a trustee to refuse to aecept the 
benefit of such an indemnity. To do so would indeed conduce to 
“the protection of the fund” with a vengeance; but we have 
never hitherto understood that trustees were bound to carry their 
zeal for the fund’s protection to such a length as this. Yet this’ 
conclusion seems to be forced upon us by the decision of the court 
in Sawyer v. Sawyer. 

We have hitherto entertained the belief that the duty of a 
trustee is properly expressed by saying that it is his duty to execute 
his trust ; and except in so far as the trust provides for the pro- 
tection of the trust property, we do not see how it is the duty of 
the trustee, any more than of anybody else, to protect it. In the 
present case the trust did not provide for the ‘“ protection” of the 
wife’s life interest if she chose to assign, incumber, or otherwise 
dissipate it. This fact is made the more significant by the further 
fact that the law has provided a means to effect such protection— 
styled a restraint on anticipation—which the courts are accustomed 
to enforce with the greatest rigour. Why, then, was the trustee 
to take it upon him to “ protect” the trust property to a greater 
extent than had been provided for by the terms of the trust under 
which he held it? He acknowledges his absolute obligation to 
protect the corpus, and also to protect the wife’s life interest so far 
as to take care that it should be forthcoming to answer her demands 
and engagements. Why was he bound to go any further in his 
duty of protection? We humbly conceive that the judgment of 
the court can be defended only by those who are prepared to lay 
down the principle that, under the circumstancés, a trustee was 
bound in duty not to take, or purport to take, any indemnity from 
his cestui que trust; and we humbly conceive that this amounts to 
importing into the settlement a provision in restraint of anticipation, 
which had, in fact, no existence. 

But, the reader will perhaps reply, the court expressly grounded 
their decision upon the principle that they could not presume that 
a married woman had “ acted with a full knowledge of the circum- 
stances,” though they would have presumed such knowledge in ‘‘a 
man of full years” ; and they cited cases in which it had been said 
by eminent judges that, in order to bind a married woman, she 
must be shown to have “‘ acted for herself” in assenting to the 
breach of trust. But here again we must humbly beg leave 
to draw a slight distinction. If the court meant to say 
that in the present case the married woman bond fide did not know 
what she was about when she (apparently) asked the trustees to 
sell out the stock and give it to her husband, and, when she 
signed promissory notes engaging to make those specific 
sums of stock—that, in the common sense of the words, and not 
in some transcendental sense which is beyond our comprehension, 
she did not understand the import of her own words and acts— 
then we should have nothing more to say. This would be a com- 
plete reply to all our objections.. But, if this was, in fact, their 
meaning, it is much to be that’ their lordships could not 
find some language better to express it. We undertake 
to say that no one will draw this conclusion from ‘what they in 
fact said by the mouth of Lord Justice . Pheir language is 
distinctly the language of men who did not intend to say anything 
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of the sort. It is the language of men who were perfectly aware 


that, in the common sense of the words, the lady perfectly well 


understood what she was about, and could have given a perfectly 
clear and intelligible account of the whole transaction. And we 
say that, if these things are so, their lordships’ decision, in our 
humble opinion, amounts to importing into the settlement a 
restraint on anticipation which it did not in fact contain. It is 
really of no use, for the present purpose, to talk about the court 
not presuming knowledge, unless the word knowledge is intended 
to be used in that common-sense meaning which we have above 
described. 
But, the reader will again reply, the court expressly distin- 
guished between cases in which the married woman had been an 
“actual actor’’ in the transaction itself and cases in which she 
had merely assented to the action of the trustee in committing the 
breach of trust, and they said that in no case, so far as they knew, 
had a married woman’s separate estate been charged upon the 
mere ground of her having acquiesced in, or approved. of, the 
breach. That their lordships are reported to have said these 
things is quite true, and we find in them several points which 
seem open to observation. In the first place, unless their 
lordships meant to say that “actual action” was the only 
evidence which would make them believe that the married 
woman really knew what was going on, we cannot understand 
how what they said has any bearing upon their conclusion. Who, 
before this, ever heard of anybody escaping in a court of equity 
upon the plea that, though he perfectly understood and assented to 
what was done, yet he had not actually done it with his own hand, 
bat had only procured it to be done by the hand of his trustee? 
If, therefore, the court allows married women to escape in this way, 
this must either be because married women are allowed a greater 
latitude in procuring illegal things to be done than is allowed to 
spinsters, or else because the court treats the affair as a question of 
evidence, in the manner which we suggested above. We find it so 
impossible to suppose that the court allows married women the 
. greater latitude in question, that we should rather feel compelled 
to suppose that the court treats the matter as touching only the 
question of evidence. And, in that case, we should find ourselves 
once more obliged to express regret that, if this was their meaning, 
they could not find some more appropriate language in which to 
convey it. In the second place, we find, in one of the very cases 
(Clive v. Carew, 1 J. & H. 199) cited by their lordships to prove 
that the married woman must be an “actual actor,” we find that 
very eminent authority—Lord Hatherley, then Sir William Page 
Wood--in his judgment, speaking as follows:—‘‘ With regard to 
so much of the property as was settled to her separate use merely, 
without restraint on anticipation, I never felt any doubt whatever. 
As to all the articles so settled, she is, to all intents, a _feme sole ; 
and the loss occasioned by her breach of trust must be made good 
out of that part of her property, just as much as if the breach of 
trust had been committed by a single woman or any other person 
sai juris.” We leave the reader to guess what Lord Hatherley 
would have thought of the ingenious distinction now under dis- 
cassion; and whether he would, or would not, have agreed with 


us in thinking that the decision in Sawyer v. Sawyer practically 
imports into the settlement a restraint on anticipation which it did 


not, in fact, contain. 

Of course, we are aware that the Court of Appeal is not bound 
by the opinions of Lord Hatherley, when sitting as Vice-Chancellor. 
But, especially upon all questions relating to trusts, his authority 
ranks about as high as that of anyone who has ever sat upon the 
woolsack. And if the court, in Sawyer v. Sawyer, intended to 
differ from him, we must once more regret that they could not say 
so. Not only is there nothing to suggest that they knew them- 
selves to be differing in opinion from Lord Hatherley, but there is 
much to suggest that they would be rather shocked at making the 
diseovery. 

And, lastly, 2 word on the moral aspect of the case. It has been 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I, ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
19.—THE SoLicrTor’s BooK-KEEPING. 


We do not propose under this head to offer any observations gy 
book-keeping in the sense of dwelling upon or recommending this or 
that partic technical system. The solicitor has his choice be. 
tween a great many systems, all of which in their different ways wil] 
bring the desired nto to pass of keeping his money matters straight, 
and most solicitors have a tendency to engraft on to whatever 
nized system they adopt some pet variation or addition of their own 
devising. What we do pro to do is to consider briefly a few of 
the broad facts which it behoves a solicitor to bear in mind in con. 
nection with his book-keeping. 

In the first place, the solicitor must always keep before his eye 
the fact that, as an inevitable incident of carrying on his business, 
money belonging to other people will constantly be passing through 
his hands, of the disposal of which he will be expected, and ought to 
be able, to give an intelligible account at any moment of time 
reference to his books. If his money transactions with client A. am 
limited to his receiving £100 from him, with directions to pay itt 
B., he will naturally be able to say without difficulty what has 
become of it, even though his accounts may not be kept in very good 
order. But if sums of money are passing through his hands o 
client A.’s account, made up of all sorts of combinations of items 
intended for different p ses, there will be a very different story to 
tell unless the solicitor’s house is kept in order. Confusion will be 
his portion, and the longer he goes on without putting matters right 
the worse will that confusion be confounded. To take a simple 
instance—a cheque, we will say, is handed to a solicitor by his client, 
at an interview. It is made up of several different amounts, some of 
which will in the ordinary course of things be paid away by the 
solicitor immediately ; others, perhaps, at a more or less uncertain 
interval of time. The solicitor pays the cheque into his bank at once, 
but omits to have recorded clearly in his books, while the whole 
matter is at his fingers’ ends, the details of the total amount, or to 
keep up a proper ledger account with the particular client. Multiply 
this instance by a great many more; let cheque follow cheque, and 
payment follow payment, ak consider the position of that solicitor 
when he has to present an intelligible account to a client, or make 
up his own books to some given date. 

Some solicitors seem to consider that it is a panacea for all financial 
evils ‘to have in an accountant,’ who will write up the books and 
make balancing entries, and so forth. We have nothing to say 
against the employment of outside aid by a solicitor in connection 
with his accounts, but we have everything to say against the suppo- 
sition that the true function of an accountant to a solicitor is to 
extricate his accounts at intervals, whether regular or spasmodic, 
from hopeless confusion, and, as it were, start him afresh on a new 
quagmire with a view to pulling him out of it again at some future 
period. Nor have we any faith in a plan by which a solicitor, im 
reliance on skilled assistance, is placidly content to go on year after 
year without understanding his own accounts—to treat. them as if 
they were confided to a professor of occult mysteries. To act on an 
such governing idea is to confound cause with effect, the means wi 
the end. If a solicitor receives or pays money for a client the fact 
should be recorded at the time, and Pd he wisbes to know whether 
or not he has received or paid money for a client, or how matters 
stand one way or the other as the result of several sums received and 
paid, there should exist close at hand, and within his knowledge and 
understanding, the means of giving him the information beyond all 
possibility of doubt or question. tis true of one client is true 
of « hundred, and what is true of a single payment of £10 is true 
of a hundred receipts and payments. The solicitor who aims at 
carrying on his business upon sound principles must eschew all 
ideas of confiding his financial conscience bodily to the keeping of an 
accountant. 

The real moral of what we have been saying is precisely that on 
which we have insisted in dealing with coste—explicit and con- 
temporaneous entries. The text is different, bfit the sermon is the 
same. If accounts are to be kept properly, they must be kept up 
properly. The item which can be hunted to death with ease to-day 


¢ may into a cabalistic problem if left unravelled for six months. 
solemnly laid down by the Court of Appeal that « married woman | The t’s cash account, which can be made out in five minutes if 
May acquiesce in, and approve of, a breach of trust committed by it has been posted steadily and continuously, will become a task to 


Ler trustee, and may give him « written promise of indemnity ; 
and then, though, at the time, of property as to which 
she is not restrained from anticipation, may laugh in his face and 
wholly refuse to fulfil her engagement. This spectacle is so 
enchanting that we cannot help expressing some hope that it may 
Le bronght under the notice of the House of Lords. 


shudder at if it has to be picked out from an inchoate mass of 
unintelligible materials. 

We do not, for # moment, undervalue the importance of selecting 
& good system of book-keeping in the technical abstract sense of the 
expression; on the contrary, we hold it to be of vory great import- 
ance, and to be a matter of far more consideration than it 
often receives. There is, to our thinking, a tendency to overmuch 
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fradition in this matter in old businesses. Because a particular (and, 
ps, viper a cumbrous and inconvenient) mode of keeping 
e accounts of the business has been handed down for generations, 
it is apt to be regarded as sacred, and any alteration of it to be 
impious. But the circumstance is not taken sufficiently into account 
that the conditions of doing law business, like all other business, 
pave changed, and that the march of intellect goes on, restlessly and 
uncomfortably at times perhaps, but still does go on. To fight 
inst this fact is equivalent to a determination to go by coach 
to Edinburgh in a week because our great-grandfathers adopted that 
mode of progression, instead of taking the ress train and com- 
passing the journey ina night. And, to take the opposite extreme, 
we think that there is overmuch ess in the same matter in 
young businesses. The solicitor just starting in practice is tempted to 
think that, because he only receives and pays a very little money in the 
, because his monetary transactions on account of his clients are so 
Tow that he has not the least difficulty in remembering why Smith paid 
him that £20, out of which he er £10 to Robinson as instructed— 
it really does not matter much how he puts it down or where, and is 
not with anything elaborate in the way of book-keeping. But this is 
agrave error. It is most important for a solicitor to acquire in early 
days regular habits in matters of account. If the opportunities 
afforded in this respect by ‘the day of small things’ are despised, 
slipshod methods will grow apace, and when the radius of the practice 
increases, and the cash items proportionately multiply, the solicitor 
will be in — danger of failing to — his sloth in account- 
keeping. He is not exempt from mortal frailty, and should remember 
that habits are —< to form and slow to change, and that, looking at 
the matter strictly from a practical point of view, it is better to acquire 
8 one than a one. 
+ is true of all gains and earnings not coming in either in point of 
time or amount with the degree of certainty which constituted so 
a charm to a fixed income in the eyes of Dr. Pangloss, that it 
is generally difficult to take stock of one year by precise compari- 
son of its results with another fyear. There are nearly always 
exceptional circumstances applicable to one or the other or both 
which prevent them from being measured side by side with any 
degree of certainty. The solicitor is no exception to this general 
observation ; indeed, from the lengthened patted over which many 
matters of law business unfortunately (not less unfortunately to 
solicitor than to client, though the contrary is Ma supposed ) 
extend, he is, perhaps, of all professional men the least able to reckon 
up his net results at any given point. But granting this, it is equally 
true that he must either advance or go backwards or stand still in his 
career; that the means of ascertaining which of these conditions 
applies to his case should be at his command; and further, that he 
may derive encouragement or warning, as the case may be, from 
——s that knowledge. Naturally the mode in which his time is 
ing occupied will act as a pretty sure index up to a certain 
limit. If he is hard at work at one time, and flattening 
his nose against the window at another, he will have no 
difficulty in divining which is the most profitable occupation. But 
over and beyond that comes in very forcibly—more so as a matter of 
degree in a large business than in a small one, and in a business con- 
parma two or more partners than in the case of a solicitor baa 
sihgle-handed, but forcibly, nevertheless, in all cases—the element o 
account-keeping. No solicitor can possibly review his position unless 
his accounts are in order. They should be the signpost to tell him 
when he may prudently draw money for his own purposes, and when 
he must keep a reserve for this or that present or enema | liability 
of his business; when he may take his ease for a while as to deliverin 
bills of costs and taking up outstanding accounts due to him, an 
when there is occasion to be active in getting in money ; what money 
he has that belongs to third persons, and must, therefore, be kept, 
both in account-keeping, and, in fact, sacred and untouched, except 
for the object with which he received it, and what money is his to 
with as he pleases; what money he owes and what money is 
owed to him ; in what cases he is out of pocket and in what cases he 
has received money to cover disbursements; when he last received 
payment of a bill from this or that client, and when, according to the 
general usage of any particular client, he may look to receive pay- 
ment of an catstendion account, All this information ehould be avail- 
able to him at a moment’s notice any day of the if his accounts are 
properly kept, and if they are not properly kept he will have to ferret 
it out at so great a cost of time and trouble that he will do oe i 
to avoid the nuisance, and so lets really indispensable kaowledge o 
the state of his affairs elude his grasp. Who has not known many 
painful instances of such neglect and its inevitable consequences ? We 
remember one personally in which two solicitors in partnership con- 
trived so sawn A to bemuddle their money matters, that for more 
than three years they drew out of their business with light hearts 
and easy consciences as income sums which were afterwards con- 
chusively shown to amount to twice as much as they had made in the 
thape of net profits on any possible computation, 
In addition to the ourrent information which should appear on the 
face of the solicitor’s books at all times and seasons, there can be no 








| doubt of the wisdom of periodically taking stock of the situation, and 


—e sre mh a whole by —— of a balance-sheet, 
and this whether the solicitor is i one or in partnership. 
The balance-sheet may or may  prares Bo to circumstances and 
the footing on which it is be a complete guide to the 
solicitor’s position. It may, for example, show him to be a debtor to 
A. for a ledger item of £100, whereas in truth the £100 has long 
since been expended in disbursements and charges in some pending 
matter of business in which the bill is not yet delivered, and the 
item has not, therefore, been swallowed up in account. But it will, 
even where no account is taken of undelivered costs (which, to our 
thinking, is the safer and sounder plan), be an important index, 
nevertheless, to the state of the business, while it will certainly afford 
pyr be ree of sey | the po mn of his bem 9 tes 

ce more, the accurate and contemporaneous ing of accounts 
is a most wholesome check on the solicitor’s clerks. In saying that, 
we impute nothing whatever to the solicitor’s clerk fact 
that he is a human being, and liable to err like his master. eS 
shilling that comes to his hands is made the subject of rigid 
instant accounting as a matter of course, a distinct source of tempta- 
tion will be removed from his path. If, on the other hand, he is 
left, to any considerable extent, to his own devices, and handles his 
employer’s money freely, with lag tae ch the fact that it rests 
pretty much with himself whether he a faithful account of it 
or not, he will be in our opinion, in a most unfair position, 
and may be sorely tempted just to a little back to-day to meet 
this or that pressing claim, Tarty weigtny fds more back some 
other day—and so to tread, at first with hesitating steps, and then 
boldly and carelessly, the downward path. We have been amazed at 
the laxity of many solicitors in reckoning with their clerks, and have 
known most grievous uences to flow from it. 

Accurate and systematic book-keeping unquestionably means 
trouble, but it means a much greater quantity of trouble saved in the 
long run. And, more than that, it means a quiet mind, a sense 
that all is as it should be, a consciousness that, w money is drawn 
out of the business, it can, in truth, be drawn in all prudence and 
safety. It means a wholesome check on all employed within, as well 
as a guide to the due fulfilment of all obligations without. It means 
that, between two methods of ing the responsibilities of his 
position—the right method and the wrong method—the solicitor has 
chosen the former for his rule of conduct. 

With this article we conclude our observations under the first of the 
three main divisions of our subject, and shall next proceed to treat 
of ‘‘ Organization with Special Reference to Contentious Business.” 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journel.] 

Sir,—Will you allow me through the medium of your paper to 
call attention to es inconvenience to which solicitors are put, 
by reason of the authorities at the Courts of Justice to allow 
any persons except barristers to make use of the passage | from 
the judges’ cham to the courts? — : ' 

Why should a solicitor, after attending the judge in chambers, be 
compelled to go into the street, making a long detour in order to get 
to the courts, whilst a barrister is allowed to use the passage re- 
ferred to ? 

Perhaps the authorities will give some explanation as to the reason 


for the regulation. 
56, New Broad-street, E.C., March 4. W. Spyz. 





CONVEYANCING ACT, 1882, SECTION 5. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—In your report of Jn re Paine’s Trusts, at p. 290 of your last 
FO = Byres ene is stated to have been cited by counsel from 


te on section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, is followed 
by the ebearvelted :—** But Pearson, J., said that he could see no 


y. * * ) 
difficulty in making the appointmen’ 4 
This Beortes is Acad erry produce an impression that the 
decision of the learned judge in some way conflicts with the passage 
from our note. Fg toe the fact. Our note, and our opinion of 


the case, are harmony with the view taken by the 
learned 

Mire expressed the opinion that the above-cited section ought not to be 
used as a device to abs the oustody of trust property from existing 


would not be otherwise 
trastess when these, lier = legally 
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trustee.” Tn our opinion, the order which was made was something | The present Bankruptcy Act has revived, if it has not resuscii 


very like an order of course, and we feel no surprise that the learned 
jndge saw no difficulty in making it. 
e may also add that the section in question has nothing to do 
with appointments made by the court,.and that the court has juris- 
Ciction to make such an order independently of the Act. 
Henry J. Hoop. 
Henry W. CHALLIS. 


PATENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Will some of your readers who are familiar with the subject 
be kind h to state what is necessary to be done as regards the 
investigation of the title, &c., by a purchaser’s solicitor on a purchase 
of the exclusive rights under British patents granted (some before 
and some since the Patents Act, 1883) to English patent agents on 
behalf of a person who is a subject of a foreign state (the United 
States) resident abroad, and in respect of a communication from him? 
And what guarantee can or ought the purchaser to get that there has 
been no previous assignment made, or licence granted? Of course he 
would get the vendor’s covenants, and would search the register — 
but what else ? 

Ought the vendor in the first instance to deliver an abstract of the 
letters patent, and of the specifications; and ought the original 
letters patent to be handed over to the purchaser on completion ? 

As to the other point, I find that under the former Patent Act, 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 83, the register was, by section 35, conclusiveevidence 
of the title, and the title of a purchaser under an assignment by the 
registered owner was indefeasible; so that, under the former law, 
nothing more than an inspection of the register would be needful. 
But the above Act is repealed by the Act of 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), 
and it will be observed that section 87 of this Act is much less com- 
prehensive and sweeping than section 35 of the former Act, for which 
it is substituted, and affords much less protection to a purchaser. 

The patents having been granted, not to the actual patentee, but to 
agents who are expressly stated in the specifications (I have not yet 
seen the letters patent) to have taken them in respect of communica- 
tions from the person abroad, ought the assignment to be made by 
these agents only; and, if so, would an assignment by them confer a 
valid title, or ought the real owner abroad to be also a party to, and 
execute, the assignments? Probably the agents, being mere trustees, 
would give no covenants for title. Lex. 

3rd March. 





STAMP ON ASSIGNMENTS FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
CREDITORS. . 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—As was to be inferred from my last letter, appearing in the 
current number of the JouRNAL, after writing it, and except in the 
way of business, I intended laying aside my pen for a time re 
Hf: on If I thus soon depart from this intention to offer a reply 
to the er of your correspondent, ‘‘ A Country Practitioner,” you, 
Mr. Editor, are partly responsible for my so doing. 

I at once say, I am quite clear and certain in opinion that an 


i t for the benefit of creditors, as deseribed by your corres- 
pondent i liable to 10s. duty, andno more. Moreover, I have never 
lore known (‘‘ A Country Practitioner” will permit me to remark) 
int of doubt to be raised upon such a deed re the stamp duty, 
much less that of its being liable to conveyance (upon sale) ad valorem, 
I admit, however, that having reference to that which I have said in 
my just concluded series of letters in regard to section 73 of the 
Act, 1870, the a of conveyance ad valorem being 
pe e is not very — if at ail— unreasonable, and still less so, perhaps, 
wing reference to the case named hereunder, which is cited in the 
ent (of 1881) to Mr. Gualter Griffith’s book *, which cita- 
tion I may be said to have overlooked while writing my previous 
This was « Scotch case; but being cited by Mr. Griffith it is 
be presumed the case is officially accepted as an authority. But in 
cases I in my letters and the (lasgow Lank case, a8 coming 
or section 7%, there is this important point of distinction from the 
i: deed of assignment for the benefit of creditors, that, in those 
was no realization of the property, no conversion of it 
ey, the inetrument operating to vest the property direct in 
creditor, unchanged. But beyond and above this I shall pre- 
show that the ordinary assignment for the benefit of creditors, 
ateolutely expressly, is yet sufficiently clearly provided for by 
Samp Act. 
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creditors’ deeds (to give the instrument the old, short name), whidh #4 
some years past, have lain dormant, if they have not been defunct 
Until recent times such deeds were—as well without as within the 
profession—-almost as commonly familiar as any kind of deed, 
Nevertheless, such a deed will not be found specified in any § 
Act by this, its familiar name. Putting aside the suggestion of its 
being liable to conveyance ad valorem duty, the assignment contained 
in the deed is for securing payment of (if only of a part of the) m 
due and owing. This character is of the essence of a ncriga a 
as such it is, in fact, treated by the Stamp Act. Thus, in the defini. 
tion clauses of the Act relating to ‘‘ Mortgage”’ (comprised in section 
105) is the following :— 

‘* Also any conveyance of any lands, estate, or property whatsoeye 
in trust to be sold or otherwise converted into money, which shall hg 
intended only as a security, and shall be redeemable before the-saly 


except where such conveyance shall be made for the benefit of creditom 
generally, or for the benefit of creditors specified, who shall accept the 
provision made for payment of their debts in full satisfaction thereof, o 
who shall exceed five in number.” 

It will be seen that, in effect, this clause is declaratory of two 
things—(1) that but for the clause the deed would be liable to duty 
as a mortgage, and (2) that it shall be exempt from such duty, 
Being so exempted, it comes under— 


‘Deep of any kind whatsoever not described in this schedule’’— 


in the schedule of the Act, and as the Release contained in it is not, 
I submit, separate matter, the one stamp of 10s. only is payable, 

To recur to the instrument which was the subject of the Glasgow 
Bank case, seeing that it was made in the interest of a body of 
creditors, it would appear, it may be said, to have partaken of the 
character of a creditgr’s deed. But, as well for the reason I namedin 
first referring to the Glasgow Bank case, the instrument was otherwise 
different from an ordinary creditors’ deed. At any rate the ruling 
upon it was to that effect. 

If after reading this communication, your correspondent, “A 
Country Practitioner,” should have any doubt upon the stamp question 
(J have none, he will observe), I would then advise that he submit a 
creditors’ deed for adjudication, and communicate the result to you 
for ention in your columns. VERITAS, 

arch 4, 





WHO IS THE PRESIDING AUTHORITY IN HER MAJESTY’S 
COURTS OF JUSTICE? 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I was a witness yesterday to a very painful scene in one of 
her Majesty’s courts, a scene which could not have occurred in one 
of the ancient courts at Westminster, or in the High Court of 
Chancery at Lincoln’s Inn. 

At 1.45 p.m., while the sitting of the court was suspended for 
luncheon, a tleman in a somewhat eccentric dress, who is, I 
believe, well known as a student of one of the Inns of Court, entered 
the court from the judges’ corridor, and took his seat on the fourth 
row of the counsels’ seats. There was ample room on the seat is 
question, the remainder of it being occupied by two or three ladies, 
and one or two counsel in robes. e remainder of the court 
was oiily partially filled, most of the counsel and solicitors having 
retired fur luncheon. The gentleman in question in no way mis- 
conducted himself, but remained seated like any other spectator. In 
a few minutes an official in undress uniform entered the court, and 
commanded th» gentleman in question to leave the court immediately. 
This the gentleman refused to do, asserting his right to remain, but 
offering to submit to the order of the judge, when he returned. The 
official declined t> wait for the judge, but called in a policeman and 
seven or eight attendants, and ordered them to drag him away by 
force. A dis ful brawl occurred, such as I have never before 
seen in one of her Majesty's courts, and ultimately, after a severe 
struggle, the unfortunate gentlemen was vverpowered by numbers, 
dragged out of the seat, and through the doorway into the corridor 
I do not propose to inquire whether ‘‘ unnegessary violence” was 
used; the question is whether any violence at all was justifiable. If 
the official had waited ten minutes until the arrival of the judge, the 
gentleman would in all probability have obeyed the judge’s order, or 
in case of refusal, would have beon guilty of a contempt of court, 
and liable t imprisonment. But in this case tho official declined to 
wait for the judge. 

If the acts above described are justified by law, they constitute 4 
serious danger for barristers and solicitors, and their clerks and 
assistants who frequent the courts of law, and who may accidentally 
come into collision with the superintendent, or one of his officials. It 
was always ow in the olden time that the only authorities in 





her Majosty’s of Justice were her Majesty's judges, and the 
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sheriff of a ay has before now been fined for interfering with the 

jurisdiction of the judge. But it appears now that in the Royal 

Courts we are subject to a new jurisdiction in the n of a nameless 

official, appointed (as I am informed) by the Office of Works, whose 
wers are Of a very summary character. 

It would, I think, be desirable to obtain from the proper authority 
answers to the following questions :— 

1. Who is the presiding authority in her Majesty’s Courts of Justice 
+the judge or the superintendent ? 

@, Are all her rg oe subjects, whether barristers, solicitors, or 

tators, who may happen to be present for any purpose in one of 
her Majesty’s courts, liable to be treated as trespassers, and forcibly 
ejected, at the bidding of the superintendent, and, if so, from what 
source does he derive his authority ? 

In asking the above questions, I, in no way, impute any improper 
motives to the official in the case in question. He, doubtless, believed 
that he was within his rights, and was doing his duty. The important 
question is, what are his rights, and what are his duties ? 

It is stated in this morning’s papers that the gentleman above 
referred to had improperly obtained possession of a key of one of the 
staircases, and had assaulted one of the officials. Even if this were 
the case, which, of course, remains to be proved, it would not justify 
the violent conduct above narrated. If the above facts had been 
brought before the judge he would-have called on the incriminated 
person to restore the key, and the order would probably have been 
obeyed ; while the official who was assaulted had his legal remedy by 
summons. 

The material question for the profession and the public is, what are 
their legal rights in the courts of law as against the superintendent 
and his officers ? A BARRISTER. 

Lincoln’s-inn, March 5. 





THE LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 


We have received several communications with reference to the 
errors in this publication, some of which, owing to the announce- 
ment in our last that a corrected list of barristers is to be supplied 
free uf expense to all subscribers, we do not print. It appears, how- 
ever, from a letter from ‘‘A Barrister” that the blame for these 
particular inaccuracies does not rest entirely with the compiler. The 
writer says, that not finding his name in the list of barristers, he 
“inquired at the office of the Law Society the reason, and was referred 
to the gentleman in charge of the compi ation, who informed me that 
an incomplete and incorrect list had, in answer to the Law Society’s 
application for information, been forwarded by the authorities of the 
Inn to which I belong, and that the said list was further very incom- 
plete, inasmuch as it contained in very many instances the private 
addresses only of members, which had not been asked for, and omitted 
to state their business addresses, which had been asked for; 
that they (the Law Society) had applied for a farther list or 
the correction of the one furnished, and had been refused.” 
Another correspondent points out that according to the Calendar, 
“A new assistant paymaster has been eeneners in the person of 
General Sir George W. Killner, and a new chief clerk in Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon’s court—viz., Mr. E. O. Miller, whilst Messrs. Murray, 
Lovell, &c., amongst junior clerks in those chambers, have, it naa 
seem, resigned; at any rate, their names'do not appear, And in 
Mr. Justice Kay’s chambers, the names of Messrs. Joye und Darley 
will be new to solicitors.” . 





OBITUARY. 


MR. MATTHEW BATESON WOOD, 


By the death last week of Mr. M. B, Wood, the legal profession in 
Manchester has lost one of its most prominent members. Mr, Wood 
was the son of the Rev. Robert Wood, a Wesleyan Methodist minister. 
He was born at Liverpool in 1823, and was educated at the Leeds 
Grammar School, and subsequently at the Manchester Grammar 
School. He was articled to Mr. Thomas Potter, solicitor, of Man- 
chester, and after his admission as a solicitor, in 1844, joined Mr. 
Potter as partner, and continued in Norby, as him until Mr, 
Potter's death in 1864. After that event Mr. practised alone 
for many years, but some time ago admitted Mr, Atkinson as partner, 
who subsequently retired from the partnership; and afterwards 
took into ip Mr. Williamson, In 1870 Mr, Wood was 
elected ent of the Manchester Law Association. D 
— of office th noorporated under 
0 


was also signalized hat perhaps be 
ineaguration of the aitation poms e incteased local administration of 


justice. Questions on the county courts having been issued by the 





Judicature Commissioners, a meeting of tives of several 
vincial law societies was held at Manchester to consider them. 
the replies had been sent in, the commissioners invited deputations 
from the law societies to attend and give their opinions before the 
commissioners. Mr. Wood and Mr. Cobbett represented the Man- 
chester Society, and that writs should be issued and imi 
i taken ina court, with a power of removal to London. 

uring Mr. Wood’s year of office, the Consolidating Stamp Act of 
1870 was brought in, in some d , we believe, owing to the 
memorials in favour of such a consolidating measure presented by the 
Manchester Law Association and other law societies. Some observa- 
tions on the Bill, prepared by Mr. Wood, were widely circulated. 
In 1875 Mr, W was elected treasurer to the Manchester Law 
Association, and held that office until his death. Mr. Wood was 4 
member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society at the 
oo, his death. oe columns have oa ey occasions bess 
inde to Mr. Wood’s vigorous ripe experience. It 
was not, however, only as a lawyer that Mr. Wood was known and 
esteemed at Manchester. He was a prominent supporter of many 

hilanthropic institutions ; among others of the Southern Hospital 
for Women and Children, Chorlton-on-Medlock ; the Institution for 
Diseases of the Ear; and the Northern Counties Hospital for Incur- 
ables. The Manchester Guardian records the cirs 
in his busy life he gave half a day every week to 
the poor inmates of the last-named hospital. , 
in the 
Men’s Clubs Association Committee, since its formation in 1876, he 
was really the originator of the now popular ‘‘ Concerts for Work- 


people.” He was president of the Manchester Chess Club, and of the 
Brasenose Club. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Brit or Sate or Fvrure Cxarrers—Asstcnment sy Szconp Brit oF 
SALE oF SAME CHATTELS WHEN IN Pussesston—Szrzvre By Houper oF Frest 
Brit or Sate-—Rrieut or Horper or Seconp Brit or Sare.—In the case 
of Hallas v. Robinson, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 26th ult., 
the question was whether, where a transferee of a bill 
chattels has seized such chattels when acquired by the 
is to be preferred to that of the holder of a second 
time when such chattels had been so acquired. In 
by way of security, assigned, by bill of sale, to M. 
or which might be, upon certain 
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thes 

Pree 


if 
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wil 


the plaintiff a bill of sale of goods ame tage: here N 
plaintiff had no notice of the prior bill of The plaintiff attempted 
to seize under his bill of sale, but Sound Gis Gxteatns th peeenl. St 


claimed the goods on the premises by virtue of an 


H 
i 
iH 


bill of sale. The plaintiff, after demand and 

to recover such goods as were comprised in his security. At the 1 
before Butt, J., it was proved that — of the ae rae ge 5 a 
defendant was iu possession were on the premises a 

plaintiff’s security, and had been brought there by R. after the date of 
the first bill of sale. Butt, J., gave j t for the defendant, 
bound by the case of Ji v. Zyens, since reversed on 

(see 83 W. R. 145). The plaintiff a The court eer R., 
Baceattay and Lrxyprey, L.JJ.) wed the MLR}, 


said that the defendant had a right under the fi 
—*" on default, and, if poi, & ng had 
one so, he would have had a legal in the 
goods, in which, up to that time, he would have 
title as decided in JosepA v. Lyons. 
title and after those goods were on oe ee 
them by bill of sale to the plaintiff, the e1 of 
legal title subject to the defendant's equity. 
be ousted by reason of the defendant g 
was in the position of a person who has bo’ 
someone else, in which case the on whom 
mitted must suffer, Bagcantay, LJ, was 
was no real distinction between Jé viE and the 
Linpiay, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, Fortes, Q. 
Bigham, Q C., and Macmorran, Soxrerrons, Burn ¢ 
McMaster, Bradford ; Hamlin, Grammer, ¢ Hamiia, for 
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Sewens—Sra Wart—Faoxtacer—Liaamary ro Rerark RATIONS TENURE 
—Damacs ny Exrraorprrary Sronw—Onvens sy Cover or Sewers 
Apyeuprearron py Comntsstonses nerve Owners oF Lanps arrecrep BY 
Oxnvrrs.—In the case of The Queen (on the prosecution of AMetr) ¥. The Com- 


issioners of Sewers Bene defore the Court of Appeal, No. 1, 
on the ult, 2 sale meee 4 as to the liability of the prosecutor to 
repair d ‘by an extraordinary storm to a sea wall for the general 
repair of whieh he wae liable. The wall, which was thirteen miles long, 
bed tore, repeined’ Up the preenenaae. peels Teel, eke th wee 
Te cn cmuestiony am and bagh Uae Ta pureaance of 
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notice by the marsh bailiff he then repaired the wall, and, subsequently, 
at general courts of sewers on February 15, 1881, and March 9, 1882, he 
was ordered to do further irs, the orders purporting to be made on 
general presentments of liability made twenty years previously. The 
prosecutor, who owned 122 acres of land, complied with the orders, and, 
in the result, incurred a total expenditure of £12,000. He then applied 
for a writ of mandamus to compel the commissioners to reimburse him for 
the cost incurred in repairing the damage caused by the extraordinary 
storm, and also for the money expended and to be expended by him in 
complying with the orders, ahd to make a rate or rates for that purpose, 
and to take all necessary steps for charging the money so expended 
rateably on the lands benefited thereby. The commissioners contended 
that by reason of his general liability the prosecutor was bound to do 
repairs arising from extraordinary causes: also that he was debarred from 
the relief sought, until the orders should be varied or reversed by the 
quarter sessions under the provisions of section 47 of the Land Drainage 
Act, 1861. A ial case was stated, and it was agreed that an applica- 
tion to up the orders by certiorari to be quashed should stand over 
ision on the special case. Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, 
J., held that the burden of proof was on the defendants, and that the 
evidence did not establish the extraordinary liability of the prosecutor, 
and that as he was not in default when the damage occurred, he was not 
liable. They also held that he was entitled to be reimbursed the cost of 
the repairs executed on the orderof themarsh bailiff, butnotof those executed 
on the orders of the commissioners, by which, until set aside, the prosecutor 
was bound. On the motion for certiorari the court quashed the orders, on 
the ground that some of the commissioners who made them were owners 
of back lands protected by the wall, and were, therefore, interested 
(see report, 53 L. J. M. C. 113, 32 W. R. Dig. 183). The prosecutor and 
the commissioners appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., and Baccattay 
and Lixpizy, L.JJ.) varied the judgment. Burerr, M.R., said that either 
the orders were not adjudications, in which case they ought not to stand 
in the way of the prosecutor, or they were adjudications, and then they 
should be set aside on the ground of interest, forif the frontagers were not 
i i repairs, it followed that the commissioners, who 
were owners of back lands, were in As to the main point, the 
case ought to be decided on the following proposition in Keighley’s case (10 
Co. R. 139), which was ized as law in Rez v. Commissioners of Sewers 
T. R. 312): “If one is bound by prescription to repair a wall, 
Jlurum maris, and he keeps the wall in repair and of such 
height and as sufficient as it was accustomed ; and by the sudden and un- 
usual increase of water, salt or fresh, the walls are broken, or the water 
overflows the walls, that in this case the commissioners ought to tax all 
persons who hold any lands or tenements, or common of pasture, or 
of fishing, or have or may have any loss, damage, or disadvantage, 
any manner of means in the same places, according to the quantity of 
coke Gn: for no fault in this case was in him who ought to repair 
it.” The inference from the decision is that evidence may be off to 
show 2 greater liability, and that the frontager is liable to repair 
caused by extraordinary mischief. But there was no evidence of 
ability i Therefore the whole level was liable. Therefore 
a mandamus should go to the commissioners to make a rate to repay the 
prosecutor all the sums he had expended in repairing the damage in ques- 
tion. Baccatray and Lopizy, LJJ., concurred.—Counset, Meadows 
White, O.C., Finlay, Q.C., and Kenelm Digby ; Charles, Q.C., and Channeil. 
9 , Son, & Brooks ; Paterson, Snow, Blozam, § Co., for Gepp 

¢ 8en, Chelmsford. 
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Compaxy—Wixnmsc vurp—Acrion ox Benatr or Dezentvre-HoLpErs— 
Arrorsrmest or Recerver—Disceerion or Juncz.—In a case of Giles v. 
WNethall, before the Court of A No. 2, on the 4th inst., a question 
arose as to the appointment of a receiver in an action by debenture- 
holders of a company for the realization of their security. An order had 
been made to wind up the y, and a liquidator had been appointed. 
of opinion that, being questions between the liquidator 

the trustees for the debentare-holders as to what property of the 
Speiietee Was comprised in the debenture-holders’ trust deed, the 
ought not to be a ted receiver, and he appointed the 
nominee of the debenture-ho . The Court of Appeal (Corrow and 
Puy, L.JJ.) refused to disturb the order. They said that though, no 
doukt, 22 2 gencral rale in euch cases, it was the practice to appoint the 
receiver, yet the rule was not without exception, and if the 
liquidator had placed himself in s position of hostility to the debenture- 
, that was 2 reason for not appointing him receiver. Kay, J., had, 
Fightly or wrongly, thought that this was the position of the liquidator in the 
present case, and the Court of A would not overrule the exercise of his 
Giscretion.—Covnsn., Fearum,QC., an Buckley; Robinun, QC., and 
Maidine ; Eredford ; Hastings, AC., and Ashton Crom, Sorscrrous, Wood 
4 Wetes ; Clutton, Haines, ¢ Clutton ; Jerome, Maddiwn, § Co. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Monroso2—Peourrt—B sorscence in owrarnixo Trriz Dexvs—Powr- 
or Bowen oF Laos. Vorare—Montoson tacen vnou Mout- 
oso s ows Eensctron.—in « case A Atherley ¥. Burnett, betore Pearson, 
J., om the tA inet, the question was whether a mortgagee, who had taken 
8 legal mortgage from his own wiicitor, ought to be postponed to # mb- 
ae by the wh , om the ground that he had 
been negligent in not vitaining pomemion of the tithe deeds, The mort- 
was & trastes, 204, having trost money to invest, he ied to hile 
to vecommmens bien an investment for it, The solicktor advised 
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him to advance the money on a mortgage of property of his own, which the 
trustee to accept, and two mortgage deeds were accordingly 
executed by the solicitor, by which he conveyed the legal estate in the 

roperty to the trustee. The trustee said that he wished to have the title 
seeds in his own possession, and the solicitor handed to him a parcel which 
he represented as containing all the necessary deeds, and the trustee took 
the parcel away and placed it in the custody of his bankers, believing that 
the parcel contained all the deeds which he ought to have. Upon the 
subsequent bankruptcy of the solicitor it was discovered that the parcel 
contained nothing but the two mortgage deeds, and that the title 
deeds were in the possession of a person to whom the solicitor had given a 
subsequent mortgage of the property, and who had had no notice of the 
first mortgage. The question was which mortgagee was entitled to priority, 
Pearson, J., held that the trustee had not been guilty of any negligence 
which could deprive him of the benefit of the legal estate which he had 
acquired. He thought that he had taken every or which a pru- 
dent man would take, and that he was justified in supposing that the 
parcel contained all the title deeds. If his lordship were to come to a 
contrary conclusion he must lay down the rule that in no case coulda 
man take a mo: from his own solicitor unless he employed another 
solicitor to watch the solicitor in whom he might have placed confidence 
for years. There was no authority for such a proposition.—Covunszt, 
Everitt, Q C., and Maidlow ; Cookson, Q C., and Townsend ; Hardy, Q.C., and 
G. C. Price; J. Chester. Soutcrrors, Stocken § Jupp; Watson, Sons, ¢ 
Room ; J. J. Harlow ; Robins, Cameron, § Kemm., 


ee 


Morteace—Prioritry — NeGLicEnce — PostPonEMENT OF HOLDER oF 
Lecat Estare—Trusrse ory Marrracs Serriement.—In a case of Lloyd's 
Banking Company v. Jones, before Pearson, J., on the 3rd inst., the ques- 
tion was whether the trustee of, and the cestui que trust under, a marriage 
settlement of leasehold property ought to be postponed to a prior equit- 
able mortgagee of the property by deposit of title-deeds, on the ground 
that the trustee had been negligent in not inquiring for the deeds. In 
1875 A. deposited with a bank the title-deeds of some leasehold houses 
belonging to him as security for the current account of his wife with the 
bank. In November, 1876, A. died, having by his will bequeathed all his 
property to his wife, and appoiuted her his executrix. The deeds 
remained with the bank and the widow continued to receive credit from 
them on the security of the deposit of the deeds. In May, 1877, the 
widow married C. Previously to the marriage she assigned the leasehold 
houses toa trustee on trust for herself for life, with remainder to an infant 
son of her first marriage absolutely. There was a trust to sell the prop- 
erty at her request during her life, and after her death at the discretion of 
the trustee. No notice of the settlement was given to the bank, and the 
trustee made no inquiry about the title deeds. In June, 1877, the wife 
informed the bank of her second marriage, and the balance then standing 
to the credit of her current account was, at the request of the husband 
and wife, transferred to the credit of a new current account opened by the 
bank with C. In December, 1877, the probate of A.’s will was pro- 
duced to the bank by C., and in January, 1878,.a new memorandum of 
deposit was signed by C. and his wife, which made the deeds a security to 
the bank for any overdraft of C.’s current account. In April, 1878, the 
wife died. At that time C.’s current account was in credit. The deeds 
remained with the bank, and C. overdrew his account on the faith of the 
deposit. In 1883 the trustee was induced to make inquiries about the deeds, 
and he then, for the first time, discovered that the deeds, which he had 
supposed to be in the custody of the solicitor who had prepared the settle- 
ment, were in the hands of the bank. He then gave notice of the settle- 
ment and claimed the deeds. This was the first notice which the bank 
had had of the settlement. Pzanson, J., held that, under those 
circumstances, the bank were entitled to priority in respect of ‘the 
balance due to them by OC. at the date of the notice oy to them 
of the settlement. His lordship was of opinion that the infant cestui que 
trust had no better equity than the trustee. It would be a most fatal 
doctrine to say that, where a trustee had the legal estate in the property, 
the mere fact that the cestui que trust was ignorant of what he was doing 
could give the cestui que trust @ prior equity to any person with whom the 
trustee dealt, and who was equally ignorant. The question here really 
was which of the equities was the prior; if they were in other respects 
equal, that which was prior in time must prevail. The equity of the k 
depended on this, that, when the settlement was executed, the trustee 
made no inquiry about the title deeds. It was urged that it was not 
necessary for him to do so, because the wife, as tenant for life, was en- 
titled to the custody of the deeds. No doubt a legal tenant for life of 
freehold property was entitled, asa general rule, to the custody of the 
title 4 But his lordship was not aware of any authority for the 
proposition that, where leasehold property had been assigned to a trustee 
on distinct trusts, any one of the cestuisa que trust was entitled to the 
possession of the deeds as against the trustee. At any rate, the trustee 
ought to have made some inquiry about the deeds dt the time of the 
execution of the settlement. Had he done so he would have found that 
the deeds were deposited with the bank as security for an account which 
might at any time be overdrawn, and then {t would not have been right to 
allow them to remain with the bank for a day without giving them notice 
of the settlement. When the wife died the trustec me trustee for 
the infant, and then, at any rate, there could be no doubt that the trustee 
was entitled to the deeds, If he had made inquiry, then he could have got 


the deeds from the bank, because 0.’s account was not then overdrawn ; 

but he allowed the deeds to remain with the bank for five years after- 

wards, Under these circumstances the equities of the bank and of the 

cortud que trust were equal, and this being #0, the doctrine of the court 
ho had possession 


the person w 


was well settled that of the deeds was 
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entitled to priority, It was urged that, when the bank received notice 
of the second marriage, they ought to have inquired whether any settle- 
ment had been made upon it. His lordship was not aware of any pre- 
sumption of law that, when a woman married, she would make a 
settiement of her leasehold property. It would, no doubt, have been 
more prudent to make the inquiry, but the omission to do so could not 
deprive the bank of any right.—Covnse1, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Beale ; 
C. H. Turner and Gorer. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co. ; Turner, Son, 
& Norton. 


R. 8. C., 1883, onp. 55, zn. 2, sun-section 2—Bustness 1x CHAMBERS— 
Payment on Transrer out or Court—Summons or Peririon.—In a case 
of In re Haworth, before Pearson, J., on the 28th ult., a question arose as 
to the construction of sub-section 2 of rule 2 of order 55 of the R. 8. C., 
1888. Rule 2 provides that the business to be di of in chambers by 
judges of the gory | Division shall consist of the following matters 
(inter alia) :—(2) ‘‘ Applications for payment or transfer to any person of 
any cash or securities standing to the credit of any cause or matter, 
where the cash does not exceed £1,000, or the securities do not exceed 
£1,000 nominal value.”” In the present case the petition asked for the 
transfer of securities and the payment of cash which were in court to the 
credit of the matter. The cash was less than £1,000, and the nominal 
value of the securities was less than £1,000, tut the cash and the nominal 
value of the securities together exceeded £1,000. Under these circum- 
stances Pearson, J., held that a petition had been Proper| a 
Counset, L. Ryland ; E. 8. Ford. So.tcrrors, Clarke, » & Ryland ; 
Shaw § Tremelien, 


Company—Winvinc up —JvrispicTrion —ComPaANY FORMED ABROAD— 
Compantes Act, 1862, s. 199.—In a case of In re Lloyd Générale Italiano, 
before Pearson, J., on the 28th ult., the question was as to the jurisdiction 
of the court to order the winding up of a company formed abroad, which 
had carried on business in England through agents, but was not registered 
in England, and had no branch of its own there. The company was 
established in Genoa, under a Royal decree of the King of Italy, for 
carrying on the business of marine insurance. The company had carried 
on business and contracted liabilities in England through agents, but was 
not registered in England, and had no office of its own there. A general 
meeting of the company in Genoa had resolved on eon | up. The 

ition was mean gpl | the company, and was opposed by lish 
creditors. Parson, J., said that the jurisdiction to wind up was statutory, 
and if he were to accede to the argument of the petitioners he would have 
to come to the conclusion that in every case where a foreign company had 
had any dealings in England a winding-up order could be made. He was 
of opinion that the Act of 1862 was confined to English companies, or com- 
=— carrying on business in England, with, so to speak, an English resi- 
lence, and that in the present case there was no jurisdiction.—Counsg1, 
Farwell; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Stirling. Soxrcrrors, Stokes, Saunders, ¢ 
Stokes ; Waltons, Bubb, ¢ Walton. 





Practice — Sunstirutep Servick — ADVERTISEMENT —INDORSEMENT ON 
Wair as To Service—Onrp. 9, nr. 2, 15—In a case of Davies v. Lound, the 
question arose before Kay, J., on February 26, whether ord. 9, r. 15, 
required that a writ of summons of which the court had ordered substituted 
personal service, should bear an indorsement, not only of the substituted 
pees service, but also of the service by advertisement, which the court 

also directed. Kay, J., held that the rule did not apply to advertise- 
ments, and that as an indorsement of the substituted service had 
been made, no further indorsement was necessary. UNSEL, Borthwick. 
Sourcrrorn, Oldman. 





Trustee Rewer Act—-Payment into Covunr—Depverion or Costs or 
Payment In—Jurispicrion—Taxation or Trustee's Costs—Ovr or wHat 
Funp Costs ang Payanie.—In the case of Jn re Wise’s Trusts, which 
came before Kay, J., on the 20th and 25th ult., a question arose as to 
the jurisdiction of the court under the Trustee Relief Act where a trustee, 
who has money into court, has deducted his costs of payment in out 
of the fund. The testator, by his will, made in November, 1880, 

neathed a sum of £16,000 in trust for the children of the petitioner, 
directed that the share of any of them who, ason, should be 
under twenty-one, or, being a daughter, should be er that and 
should not have married, should be invested, and the income to the 
petitioner, upon her receipt, for their maintenance and education. The 
acting trustee and executor of the will paid the 1 of £16,000 into 
court after deducting thorefrom £19 16s. 6d. for his costs of ent in, 
The petitioner contended that the sum deduoted for coats ought to have 
been paid out of the residuary estate, and accordingly that the 
trustee might be ordered to pay that sum into court out of the residuary 
pereonal estate, and that the dividends on the fund in court might be 
oe to her until some one of her children attained twenty-one or married. 
ay, J., in @ considered judgment, said that the questions were—(1) 
Whether the deduction was out of the proper fund; 2 Whether 
court had jurisdiction over the sum deducted. On the firet question his 
lordship considered that, as the legacy was not severed, the costs of 
payment in ought to have been out of the a estate: Re 
Cawthorne (12 Boay, 56), Re Jones (3 Drow. 679), Re (18 W. R, 128, 
L. R. 5 Ch. 170), As to the second rt 
where the money had actually been deduoted, and the trustee could not be 
ordered to pay such sum into court: Re Hue (7 W. R. 
but, upon payment out, the court had power 


g 
E 


including the costs of payment in, and 
the sum deducted: Re Sweeper (19 W. R. 793). This being an application 
for the payment out of dividends, the costs of this a 


perere, out of income. lack cok. therefore a ve 
costs of a ce, an cos . expenses ly in- 
curred in 3 ion to the fund in court, ought to be taxed, ant thes they 
ought to be charged with the sum dedu and, subject to such deduc- 
tion, to be paid out of the income of the fund. The rest of the petition 
was adjourned into chambers.—CounsgL, Gaselee ; Mulligan. So.iocrrors, 
Winter § Co. ; Dawes § Sons. 
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Mortreace—Vatrpiry—Trvust ror Satzs--No Power To mMoRTGAGE— 
PowERk TO INCREASE Busivess — ADMINISTRATION Action — Paractice— 
Crepiror or Testaror—Crepirorn or Execurors—Petition vor Leave 
ro InreRveNE.—In the case of In re Dimmock, Dimmock v. Dimmock, 
which came before Kay, J., on the 27th ult., the question arose whether 
under the circumstances of the case a mortgage trustees for sale, 
without power to m was valid. A testator, who died in 1866, 
by his made in 1865, all his real estate upon trust to sell, 
with a power of postponement, and he empowered his trustees to 

on his business of an earthenware manufacturer, and employ therein 
the capital which might be invested therein at his decease, and all 
arrears of profits belonging thereto, and the growing profits thereof, and 
he also empowered the trustees to increase or abridge the said business 
and re ee ee The — carried on oo aes See 
after his death in partnership with other persons; but timately 
became bankrupt, andl the waite Wer ae be 1883 by order of the 
court. The premises upon which the business was at <> See 
to the testator as his separate property, and comprised the whole of hi 
real estate. In 1869 the trustees these 


deeds for £2,000 for the p’ of the business. In 1882 four out of 
the five beneficiaries mo’ all their ——— shares to their bankers 
to secure £4,600 advanced to the firm. of 1869 was not 


disclosed. The bank now applied by petition in 

for administration of the testator’s estate, 

obtain payment of their debt. Kay, J., said the question was whether 

the trustees had power to mortgage the real estate, which was not part 

of the assets engaged in the business, to secure the debts of the business. 

That i ey a the question whether they had power to employ 
e 


business. His oe this power was - 
ferred upon them by the clause in the wi th i 
capital of the business. Suppose they had sold the real estate, they 
might have employed £2,000 out of the proceeds for the purposes of the 
business, and if that were so, how could be siene begadl 25 
perty itself for the benefit of the business so as It to 
on? His lordship, therefore, held that the 
priority over — Se of the . On 
is lordship consi that, as the bankers were 
testator, they had taken the most convenient course by applying to inter- 
vene by petition —Counssn, Hastings, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; 
Robinson, Q.C., and F. H. Colt; Mulligan; Ingle Joyce. Souictrors, 
Worthington Evans, for Hand, Blakision, . 
Tyrrell, for Jackson, Hanley ; H. P. Richards, for Paddock ¢ Sons, Hanley. 


F 


Practice—CompaNy—Patrrron ror Repvcrron or Caprrat—Apverrrss- 
MENT OF PResENTATION oP Parrrron—Compantes Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vier. 
c. 26)—Gunerat Orpen, Marcu, 1868, x. 5—In the case of Jn re The 
Consolidated 


Practrics —Juntspicrron—ADMINISTRATION—R&CBIVER BEPORE PRonaTR— 
Crrprror’s Acrron.—In a case of Jn re Parker, Dearing v. Brooks, before 
Chitty, J., on the 27th ult., an action by a creditor for the admin- 
8' of the estate of a testator against a defendant named as 
one of the executors of who had not proved but intermeddled a 


ust or convenien’ clear that the court had junadiction to 

the \ to the possible evil that after the order no 
subsequent t be made to the Court of Probate, that 

an objection w waa anawered by the fact that the plaintlit 

here was a creditor, and without the constitution of a as 

ve would be unable to obtain any from receiver, 

The plaintiff's position was a sufficient that the will would be 
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tions. The fact was the reverse. He had consulted the President of the 
Probate Division, and the conclusion arrived at was that such applications 
were to be discouraged, inasmuch as they should be made to the Probate 
Division as being applications on the way to a grant of probate or letters 
of administration.—CounsEL, Whitehorne, Q.C.; Swinfen Eady. Souscrrors, 
Greenfield § Abbott. 





CwHartraBLeE Lecacy—MortmMain—REvVERSION OF MONEY DIRECTED TO BE 
INVESTED IN Reat Securitres.—In the case of In re Birkley’s Estate, 
McInnes v. London Maritime Institution, before Chitty, J., on the 27th ult., 
the question arose whether a legacy fell within the prohibition of the 
Mortmain Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36). The testator, by will made in 1847, gave 
the sum of £2,600 to trustees upon trust to invest the same in their names 
in real securities in England or Wales, with liberty to vary and transpose 
the investments from time to time for any other investments of a similar 
description, upon trust to pay the interest and proceeds of the said sum 
to certain persons (all now deceased) for life, and after their deaths to pay 
and transfer the said sums to the treasurer of the London Maritime Insti- 
tution. It was contended on behalf of the charity that there was no 
direction to the trustees to hold the money for the charity, and that the 
investments were directed for the purposes of supplying the income of 
the tenants for life, and that the investment clause was not binding on the 
trustees. Curry, J., said that it was ciear that the gift was void under 
the Mortmain Act. Had the testator given to the charity a gift of a 
mortgage of real estate of which he was mortgagee at the date of his 
death, no question could have arisen, but the gift would have been plainly 
invalid. at the testator had given a mortgage which his trustees were 
to acquire after his death made no difference, unless there was something 
to show that the trustees had power, at their option, to invest tha gift in 
personal securities. In the case before the court there was nothing to 
show that there was any such option. In Graham v. Paternoster (31 Beav. 
30) there was a power to change the investments. The present case was 
within the decision of Lord Langdale in Baker v. Sutton (1 Keen. 224). 
That case was binding upon him, and he held the gift to be invalid.— 
Counset, Romer, Q.C., and EF. Cutler; Farwell; Oswald. Souxtcrrors, 
J. § R. Gole ; Thompson §& Debenham ; Sewell & Edwards. 





Practice—ApprraL From County Court—Timz FoR MoviNc—EN- 
LARGEMENT BY ConsENtT—County Courts Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 50), 
s. 6.—In the case of Wells, Birch, Ryde, § Co. v. Dobbs and another, 
which came before the Divisional Court on the 2nd inst., a question 
arose, on an appeal from a county court, as to the power of the parties to 
waive the objection that the appeal was out of time. The action was 
brought in the county court of Barnsley, and judgment was given for the 
defendants. After the eight days allowed by section 6 of the County 
Courts Act, 1875, for moving had expired, the plaintiffs moved for a rule 
nisi for a new trial, the defendants having agreed not to take the objection 
that the appeal was out of time. The cases of Dowdeswell v. Francis (22 
W. R. 755, L. R. 9 C. P. 423) and Ward v. Raw (21 W. R. 116, L. R. 
15 Eq. 83) were cited. The court (Lord Coxzriner, O.J., and A. L. 
Surrn, J.) refused the rule, holding that the parties had no power to 
consent to the time being extended. Section 6 of the County Courts Act, 
1875, gave the party aggrieved power to appeal by motion if he did so 
within eight days after the judgment, and the parties could not by consent 
give the court jurisdiction which the statute did not give it.— 
CounsgL, J, Ashton Cross, Soxicrrons, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Bankuvrtcy—Srorrace IN TRANSITU—ENpD or Transrt.—In the ease 
of Ex parte Miles, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 27th ult., 
there was a question as to the = to stop goods in transitu. A com- 
mission agent in London was employed by merchants in Jamaica to bu 
specified goods for them from a specified firm of manufacturers in England. 
He, in July, 1883, gave the order for the goods to the manufacturers in 
his own name, stating that they were for a mark which was placed in the 
margin of the order. This mark consisted of certain letters, with the 
words, ‘‘ Kingston, Jamaica,” and the manufacturers knew, from a 
previous course of dealing, that it was the mark which the Jamaica firm 
were in the habit of using for marking cases of goods exported to them. 
On the 11th of September, 1883, the commission agent wrote agairi to the 
manufacturers, instructing them to pack the goods, and forward them to 
D., a forwarding agent at Southampton, for shipment by a specified 
steamer, and to advise D. with particulars for clearance. On the 13th of 
September the manufacturers wrote to the commission agent, sending the 
invoice of the goods, and telling him that the goods had been forwarded 
by railway to D., with the usual particulars for clearance; and on the 
same day the manufacturers wrote to D., with particulars of the goods, 
adding, ‘‘ which please forward as directed.’”” The particulars mentioned 
the mark on the packages, and the number, and the name of the steamer, 
but did not state the name of the consignee or the destination of the 
goods. On the 14th of September the commission agent wrote to D. with 

of the goods, and giving the name of the Jamaica firm as 
consignees, and the destination of the goods as Kingston, Jamaica. The 


goods were in the steamer mentioned, the of lading being 
made out in the namie of the commission agent as the shipper. The 
meanufaeturers paid for the carriage of the goods to Southam 


. Shi 
after the steamer sailed the commission i epee payment, and 
wine 


goods riot having been paid for, the man gave notice to the ship- 
owner to stop the pools te transite, Afterwards the commission agent 





was adjudicated a bankrupt. Mr. Registrar Brougham held that the 
transit was not at an end until the goods had arrived in Jamaica, and that 
the notice to stop was given in time. The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R,, 
and Baccartay and Linvrey, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, holding that, as 
between the vendor and purchaser, the transit was at an end when the 
goods reached Southampton. Brerr, M.R., said that the bankrupt, from 
the nature of his position as a commission agent, bought the goods from 
the manufacturers as a principal, pledging only his own credit, and he 
sold them as a principal to the Jamaica firm, though he was bound to él] 
at the same price which he paid for the goods, adding his agreed com. 
mission. The order of the 11th of September, given by the bankrupt to 
the manufacturers, was not an order to forward the goods to their desting. 
tion in Jamaica, for ‘‘destination ’’ meant sending goods to a particular 
person ata particular place, and the manufacturers so understood the 
order, for they told D. to forward the goods ‘‘ as directed,’’ which could 
only mean as directed by the bankrupt, and they did not give the name of 
any consignee or any place of destination. e case was very near the 
line, but, in his lordship’s opinion it was governed by such cases as Dizon 
v. Baldwen (5 East, 175), Valpy v. Gibson (4 C. B. 837), and Kendal vy, 
Marshali (L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 356). When the goods reached Southampton 
the transit as between the vendors and the purchaser was at an end, and 
the goods were waiting for new orders from the purchaser to put them in 
motion again. Baccatiay and Lsnpizy, L.JJ., concurred.—-Counss, 
Aspland ; Sidney Woolf. Soxrcrrors, Spyer § Son; C. A. Bannister. 





Smart Banxruprcy—Costs—No Estare—PersonaL ORDER AGAINST 
OrrictaL Recerver.—In the case of Fx parte The Official Receiver, In re 
Glanville, before Cave, J., on the 2nd inst., the question arose whether the 
court would make the official receiver, as trustee in a small bankruptcy, 
personally responsible to a respondent for the costs of an unsuccessful 
motion. The official receiver applied to the court by motion for payment 
out to him, on behalf of the bankrupt’s estate, of a sum of monéy paid 
into the High* Court in certain interpleader proceedings, but claimed by 4 
creditor of the bankrupt under an equitable assignment. It was admit 
on behalf of the official receiver that there was no other estate except that 
claimed. ‘The county court had made an order under section 121 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that the estate should be administered in a 
summary way. Cave, J., having held on the evidence that the creditor, 
was entitled to the money, application was made on behalf of the creditor, 
on the authority of Fz parte Angerstein (22 W. R. 581, L. R. 9 Ch. 479) 
for a personal order against the official receiver, who, by sub-section I o 
section 121, became the trustee as soon as the debtor was adjudged 
bankrupt. Cave, J., following the decision in Ex parte Angerstein, ordered 
the official receiver to pay the respondent’s costs, with liberty to take such 
costs out of the estate, if any.—CounsEL, Muir Mackenzie; R. O. B. Lane. 
Soricrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Emmet, Son, § Stubbs, for H. F, 
Whitefield, St. Columb. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Soricrror—Bitis or Costs—TaxatTion—DIsaLLowANCE —RgvIgw oF 
Taxation.—In the caseof In re Hiram Cosedge, which came before Kay, 
J., on the 4th inst.,an application was made by Mr. Cosedge ag review 
of the taxation of his bill of costs against Mary Ann Sone, ss Sone 
was the legal personal representative of John Sone, & Russian merchant, 
who died intestate in December, 1882, and the costs in ute were 
incurred in connéction with the estate of the deceased. matter 
originally came before Kay, J., on the 4th of August, and wds referred 
back to the taxing master for a detailed account of his reasons. The 
objections to the certificate were chiefly on three heads—in respect of 
attendances, in respect of counsel’s fees, in respect of the date on which 
Cosedge’s retainer ined. On the 6th of July, 1883, Miss Sone had Mr. 
forbidden the solicitor to enter her house again; but it was contended, 
on behalf of the solicitor, that this did not put an end to his retainer, 
which he alleged continued until the 26th of July, Kay, J., said that Mr. 
Cosedge’s retainer lasted about six months, and during that time he had 
delivered to Miss Sone fifty-three i bills of costs, each headed 
with the name of some individual in respect of whose relation to the 
deceased the business charged therein had been transacted, and one 

neral bill of costs. The total amount of these bills was £1,859 12s. 14., 

ut this sum included some cash advances. The taxing master had care- 
fully considered these bills, and had reduced them by more than one- 
half, having. taxed off £702 19s. 2d. out of items amounting to 
£1,319 1s, 8d. There were no less than 600 items disallowed by the 
taxing master, as to which the solicitor now brought forward objections. 
In support of his bills of costs Mr. Cosedge had de that he did not 
keep full entries or notes of the work done by him, but had, by estimate, 
according to his means of knowledge and recollection, assigned the 
several pieces of business to the dates given; that he believed his 
statements to be perfectly accurate; that many of the jitems included 
urgent and necessary work done by himself, his clerks, and other — 
for a length of time which would have entitled him to charge double the 
amount if he had kept a detailed account; and that his bills of costs 
fairly represented the work done, and a moderate and reasonable 
remuneration for the same. As to that his lordship was bound to say that 
a solicitor i so far oe gp he i routine of a Bre 
not to keep usual pew r acted : & great want, o 
or with. excessive carefulness. poe © that class of items which 
came under the head of for ee on, Mise Home, bie losdship 
observed that on certain particular days there appeared in many of the 





OF 
cay, 
‘iew 
one 
ant, 
rere 
tter 
red 
‘he 


ich 
ur. 





March 7, 1885. 


THE SULICITORS’ JOURNAL. 307 








fifty-three bills numbers of attendances on the same day. For instance, 
on April 10, 1883, there were eleven attendances, for which £7 14s. 4d. 
was charged, and the taxing master had allowed £2 5s. ; on January 29 
there were nineteen attendances; on February 12 there were — 
attendances, twenty-one on Miss Sone herself ; and on February 8 forty- 
three attendances were eaget for, making a total of £26 5s. 4d., of 
which the taxing master had allowed £5 17s. If the ordinary records had 
been kept the length of time occupied in these forty-three attendances 
could have been ascertained, and it would have been impossible that such 
bills as these could be delivered. On the face of it it was a monstrous 
absurdity to allow a solicitor to separate one interview in forty-three inter- 
views, and get £26 for his trouble. There were 350 items of this character 
as to which the taxing master had exercised a careful and proper 


discretion, and his lordship declined to interfere with that discretion 


in any one particular. e next matter was as to disallowances in 
respect of fees to counsel; that was a more difficult question. The 
solicitor deposed that Miss Sone had given him the largest authority to 
employ counsel, but the taxing master had disallowed a general retaining 
fee and also fees for conferences amounting to a total of £90 disallowed on 
counsels’ fees. The taxing master stated as his first reason for these 
disallowances that the solicitor was unable to produce any case or 
written instructions laid before counsel or any written opinion of 
counsel; and if he had stopped there that clearly would have 
been wrong. But the taxing master further stated that he asked 
the solicitor on what points he had taken counsel’s advice, and the 
solicitor mentioned several, but was unable to state what questions he 
asked counsel or what advice he obtained, or what he did in consequence 
of counsel’s advice. There was no question of principle involved, and it 
was impossible for his lordship to allow those items which the taxing 
master had disallowed. There were no materials before him to interfere 
with the decision of the taxing master. Then as to a sum of thirty 
guineas for ‘‘ instructions,’’ and other matters not otherwise charged, the 
taxing master had properly exercised his discretion, as that was an item 

ut into the general bill after everything that the solicitor could recollect 
ad been inserted in the other fifty-three bills. As to items disallowed 
after the 6th of July the taxing master had come to the conclusion that 
Miss Sone withdrew her confidence from the solicitor on that day, and it 
was ridiculous to suppose that the solicitor could continue to act for her 
after she had withdrawn her confidence from him. The taxing master had 
allowed for all work necessary to be done after that date, and all other 
items were properly disallowed. On the whole, his lordship was of opinion 
not only that the taxing master had done his duty, but that he would have 
failed in his duty if he had done less. The application would be refused, 
with costs.—Counsgt, Hastings, Q.C., and Russell Roberts ; Pearson, Q.C., 
and Edward Pollock, Soutcrrors, H. Cosedge § Griffith ; John Evans. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At the monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, March 5, the following 
being present—viz., Mr. Styan (chairman), and Messrs. Parkin, Sawtell, 
Whitehead, Williamson, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary)—the ordinary 
general business was transacted. 


SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following are extracts from the report of the society :— 
Members.—The number of members is 125. 


Professional Matters.—The committee have pleasure in rting that 
they have had no serious case of professional misconduct before them 
during the year. A complaint was made that a retired law stationer had 
been preparing deeds and charging for them. The offender admitted the 
offence, and made a public apology in the two local newspapers. But for 
his great poverty, still stronger measures would have been adopted. 


Conveyancing Matters.—Various questions have been submitted to the com- 
mittee in conveyancing matters. Amongst others—Whether the charges for 
drawing agreements and drafts, that might arise in business in a court, come 
under the conveyancing scale (second schedule), and your committee passed 
a resolution—‘‘ That in their opinion, the charges for such documents were 
provided for by that scale. On the other hand charges in an arbitration 
were considered to be contentious business.’’ The committee decided 
that the scale allowed to solicitors under the Remuneration Order covers 
registration at Wakefield, but not any payments, stamps, or fees. The 
attention of the committee has been drawn to recent decisions, whereby it 
is laid down, that trustees ought not to advance on the security of build- 
ings more than one half their value. And it was decided that the practice 
in this neighbourhood had certainly not been, whether for trustees or 
others, to lend merely one half of the value of the property, and it was 
thought that wipers should be given to the Bill to be brought 
into Parliament by Mr. Ince to relieve trustees from the consequences of 
these decisions whenever they have acted bond fide and with due caution. 


Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884.—This Act, which came into operation 
on the Ist of January, 1885, has given rise to much difference of opinion, 
and to great hostile criticism, and is, without doubt, the most important 
Act, affecting metibers of the society, passed during 1884. It has 
the careful attention of the committee, as doubtless it has of the members, 





who will have made themselves th y acquainted with its provisions 
and the rules and forms thereunder. e latter can be obtained from the 
West Yorkshire Printing Company, Wakefield, who have been appointed 
the authorized printers, and such of the forms as require to be stamped 
are obtainable at the local Inland Revenue Office. The time-honoured 
authority, that a person affected with a notice of an unregistered lien was 
bound by it in equity as if it had been registered, no longer prevails, and 
priority is now regulated by date of registration, and, except in case of 
actual fraud, no person is to lose the priority so obtained by registration 
merely in consequence of having actual or constructive notice of earlier 
unregistered documents. Another important provision of the Act is, that 
registration is to constitute actual notice to all persons and for all purposes 
of the registration of the document, and of the document itself. Formerly, 
registration did not constitute notice, unless the register had been actually 
searched. It is generally recognized that registration, to be efficient, 
should constitute notice of all registered deal prior to the registration 
of an instrument under which a person claims; but if, as is as to be 
the ag of section 15 r~ the Act, “ aS thay 4 pe oe 
mere] registration, of su uent dea w may w 
the oe Aa it may be considered to have pone the principle futher dan 
was ee at or is advisable, and to facilitate rather than guard 
against fraud. A mortgagee, for instance, having registered his security, 
might fairly consider himself unaffected by any subsequent dealings with 
the equity of redemption in the property mortgaged to him, unless actual 
notice thereof were given, as has heretofore been the practice; but the 
section referred to seems to render this wholesome practice unnecessary, 
and to hamper the mortgagee as future advances, if his security be 
for a current account, or as to giving notice of sale, or paying over the 
surplus proceeds on the exercise of his power of sale, or as to reconveying 
on the mortgage being discharged ; and it admits of great doubt also 
whether a morgagor can, without risk, pay interest to his original mort- 
gagee without previous search on each occasion to ascertain that the 
mortgage has not been transferred by a registered deed. Your committee 
consider that the giving of actual notice of such subsequent transactions 
should still be obligatory on persons claiming under them, and that if any 
amendment of the Act be proposed, this section should receive further 
consideration, and might be repeated, as being mischievous rather than 
useful. Registration of liens by deposit of title deeds has now become 
necessary, and cannot safely be dispensed with, and it may be broadly 
stated that no interest in real or leasehold estate requiring registry can 
be safely dealt with without recourse to the register ; and [agree wis 

to obtain immediate or temporary advances on equitable securities 0 
Yorkshire property are thus undera great disadvantage as compared with 
borrowers on properties in other counties. The system of caveats, intro- 
duced for the first time by the Act, will, it is believed, be found of hey 
use-in practice, and a safeguard inst some of the difficulties to which 
in their absence the Act would have given rise. The committee have 
already recommended that the special conditions of sale used by the 
members of the society should contain a clause empowering the ape 
if he thinks fit to incur the expense of so doing, to call upon vendor 
for a caveat to be filed at the register on or at any time after the date of 
the contract for purchase. A copy of the clause follows:—‘‘ The vendor 
shall, if req the purchaser, at any time after the sale, execute a 
caveat in favour of the purchaser, for registry in the West Riding Registry, 
to be in force for six months from the day of sale, such caveat to be pre- 
pared and registered by and at the expense of the purchaser, but to be 
perused and executed by the vendor at his own expense.’’ For registra- 
tion purposes, the name of the parish in which the prope is situate is 
required to be stated, and the word ‘‘ parish” is defined by the Act to 
mean any parish, township, or place for which a separate poor rate can be 
made. It may be mentioned that the Select Co ittee, to whom the Bill 
was referred, refused to take any evidence, though it was that 
two members of the committee should attend for that purpose. When 
the rules came to be di ad, at it was felt bean nbeteeied puke 
consequent upon registration g notice, not only to su pur- 
omean or indoaibeceneet but even to persons who had prior deeds regis- 
tered, attempts were made to obtain a suspension of the Act; but in spite 
of the most vigorous action of the bankers in Yorkshire, and of others, no 
satisfactory result was obtained. 

Bankruptcy Oosts—In January, 1885, the committee considered the 
observations of the Council % the Inco: ee dae fags 4 sie 
United Kingdom respecting a c’ in ruptcy costs, and even 
came to rrp thet. if, in lieu of the pom now allowed in bank- 
ruptcy to a debtor's solicitor, such solicitor were allowed out of the estate 
a lump sum, calculated according to an ad valorem scale, on the amount 
distributed in dividends amongst the creditors, this would meet the just 
claims of the profession, would promote the best interests of the 
commercial world, and would be more likely to be acceptable to the Board 
of Trade than an elaborate scheme based on the principle of charging by 
items. A report to the above effect, and a scale of charges based on the 
ad valerem principle, were adopted by the committze of your society (anée, p. 
p. 276.) Copies of this report and pro scale have been forwarded to 
the Board of Trade, by whom they are being considered, and also to the 
Lord Chancellor. It is to be noted that the proposed scale does not affect 
the question of the costs payable to a petitioning creditor’s solicitor. 

Local Actions.—842 actions were commenced in the year 1884 in the 
fabtiiep oaaee tat ath Dal : fled, and 29 bankrapioy 
inability to pay, itions were 
notte eee Leek The amount of new businegs in the r Was 
considerably less than in 1888, Of the 842 actions, only 2 
pte entered * the ay Sap + of : 55 . 
there were, 261 judgments of appearance, udgmen under 
order 14, and 11 on registrar’s order for substituted service. 
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MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The annual dinner of the members of this association was held at the 
Grand Hotel, Manchester, on the 17th ult. After the usual loyal toasts, 
bo aa by the president; Mr. Gray Hill, of Liverpool, proposed the 
‘« Health of the Incorporated Law Association of Manchester.’’ In doing 
ro he spoke of the benefit which the Liverpool society had always derived 
from intercourse with the Manchester society, and of the action which had 
been taken with regard to provincial sittings, and urged their absolute 


necessity. 

Mr. J. F. Milne (vice-president) responded. He urged the desirability 
of iations such as these so that they might make their voices heard 
and control the Legislature. He called attention to the overcrowding of 
the profession and the necessity of some check being given, and the 
disadvantages to the public from the overcrowding. ¢ 

Mr. in proposing the “Mayor and Corporations of Manchester 
and Salford,”’ said that after an experience of twenty-five years he had 
never known any gathering of the members of the association equalled, 
much less excelled, in nnm and pleasantness than the present.—The 
Mayor of Salford responded. 

Mr. Cobbett ‘‘The Manchester Chamber of Commerce,’’ and 
talled attention to the judicial functions assumed by that body.—Mr. 
Halton responded. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following candidates were successful at the preliminary examina- 
tion held on the 11th and 12th of February, 1885 :— 


Aitken, Robert Bruce Grove, Henry Leslie 
Andrew, Sidney Hale, Matthew Henry 
Andrews, David Palmer Hall, Henry Radclyffe Stuart 
, Edward Herbert Hargreaves, Frederick 
Richard Topping Beverley Harris, Ernest Cecil 
Avery, John Howard Hart, Henry Thomas 
Baines, Hawkes, Robert Collins 
Balden, William Fisher Hay-Cooper, Bernard George Hay 
Banyard, Frederick Alfred Haye, George 
Thomas Haynes, Freeman Archibald Grant 
Bateman, John Hibbert, Edward Edmund Maitland 
Baxter, Hedley Higgs, Edwin 
, Alexander Edmund Hodson, Albert Edgar 
Arthur Teanby Holroyd, Samuel 
Ernest William Hopper, Arthur Johnson 
Bishop, Allan Rees Howard, George Thomas 
Blake, Richard Septimus Hussey, Charles Cochrane 
Herbert Ivens, Harry George 
Brooke, William John James, Arthur Lloyd 
Broughton, Thomas Herbert Jones, Edward Evans 
Brownrigg, Arthur Cecil Jones, Evan Davies 
Butterworth, Robert Harry Smet- Joseph, Hyam 
one Kemp, Cac 
emp, e 
Carruthers, James Byame y H 
A Lees, Arthur J . 
Chapman, Ernest George Carey Legat, Francis jam 
Chater, Edward Wilson Lem , John Locke 
Wiliam Arthur Leonard Stanley 
Chilleott, Richard Herbert Lewis, John Thomas 
Cocker, John Arthur Lightfoot, George Augustus 
Cole, Henry Llewellyn, H 
Collins, Percy Alfred Long, Edward Vivian 
Colton, Thomas , Edward Walter 
Cooke, —= Walter Rolfe Arthur 
Crabtzeee, William Isaac Lumb, Mellor 
Arthur Walcott Macdonald, Douglas Kinneir 
Crosse, Henry Herbert Marriott, William 
pe ag Marsden, George 
Arthur Herbert Mason, William Edmondeon 
De Benzi, a Castrict Moons William Geor 
, iam Be 
Diz, Sens tahoe Meager, Trevor Oswald 
Decbosth Sok Menneer, William Henry 
John Lawrence Meynell, Edw 
Meyrick, William Lloyd 


\ 


4 Lisnwarne Miller, George U k Muirhead 
Fidd, Grote Willen Moran, Frederick Grace 
Vorman, Wilson Charice Ernest Charles 
Forskbaw, Willies John Nanson, Urnest Lonsdale 
Voutes, Schon Hensy Nizon, William 
Fox, VAward William a Frederick Charles 
Frost, Bpatchett ; aa 
Green, Jammer P Albert KAwin 
Gritithe, Wilken yk 

Wiltem Reed, John Clement 





Reeves, Hugh William Timbrell, William Andrew 
Robinson, George Treharne, Gwilym Thomas 
Rowlands, Arthur John Trenam, George 

fewell, Harrie Reginald Tunnicliffe, Robert 

Shep m, Claude Allin Wade, Richard 

Smith, Albert Edwin Watson, Samuel 

Smith, Thomas Molison Watt, Richard Ernest 

Snow, Norman Edward Weare, Frank 

Stanley, Guy Wentworth White, Francis Henry 

Startup, James Collingwood White, George Herbert 

Stevens, Henry George White, Montague White 
Stockton, Arthur Whiteside, Henry 

Stringer, Harold Walker Whittell, Charles Lister Marriner 
Tattersall, John Cre»ssey Wilkinson, Richard Arthur 
Taylor, Ernest Ramsay Williams, Charles Ernest St. Barbe 
Terry, Thomas Henry Winch, George Bluett 

Thomas, David Jones Winn, John 

Thomas, Robert Wood, John 

Thompson, Alfred Lynn Yow, Ho 

Thomson, Edward Paget 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


General Rules, under section 127 of the above Act, additional to the 
Bankruptcy Rules, 1883. 

Rule 183 (4).—A proxy given by a firm or person carrying on business 
shall be deemed to be sufficiently executed if it is filled up and signed by 
any person in the employ of such firm or person having a general autho- 
rity (procuration) to sign for such firm or person, 

Rule 2654.—Rule 265 of the eres oe tiger 1883, is hereby an- 
nulled, and the following rule, which may be cited as Rule 265a, is sub- 
stituted therefor : 

Unless and until the Lord Chancellor otherwise orders, the jurisdiction 
and powers of the High Court under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
shall be exercised by the judge to whom the bankruptcy business is 
assigned, and shall no longer be exercised by the bankruptcy registrars of 
the High Court. 

Rule 2655.—No summons under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, shall 
be issued by the High Court, unless the judgment creditor shall first apply 
for and obtain an order of the judge exercising the jurisdiction of the High 
Court under the said section for the issue of such summons. 

Rule 268 (1) (4).—Rule 268 (1) of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, is hereby 
annulled, and the following rule, which may be cited as Rule 268 (1) (a), is 
substituted therefor : 

(a.) Where an application to commit is made to the judge of a court not 
having bankruptcy jurisdiction, and he is of opinion that a receiving 
order should be in lieu of committal, he may order the matter to 
be transferred to the court to which, under the provisions of the Act and 
Rules, a bankruptcy petition inst the debtor in relation to the 
amount of the j ent debt would at the date of the transfer be properly 


presented. 

Rule 268 (b.)--(1.) Where under section 103 of the Act a receiving 
order is made by a court to which a bankruptcy tion against the debtor 
ceuld not properly be presented, the court making the order shall by the 
order transfer the matter to the court to which a bankruptcy petition 
against the debtor would properly be presented, and thereupon the official 
receiver of such latter court shall be constituted the official receiver of the 
debtor’s estate, and all proceedings shall be taken as if the receiving order 
had been made by such latter court. 

(2.) Where any such order of transfer is made the registrar of the court 
making the transfer shall forthwith transmit by post to the registrer of 
the court to which the matter is transferred the proceedings in the matter, 
together with a sealed copy of the order of transfer; und the registrar of 
the latter court shall with give notice of the transfer to the official 
receiver and the Board of Trade. 

Rule 269a.—Rule 269 of the veneer Rules is hereby annulled. 

Dated the fourth day of March, 1885. 
a Szinonnz, C, 


concur, 
(Signed) J. Cuampzntam, President of the Board of Trade. 


ORDER UNDER THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


I, the Right Honourable Roundell Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chan- 
llor of Great Britain, by virtue of the 103rd section of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, and al] other powers enabling me in that behalf, do hereby 
order that from and after the fourth day of April, 1885, #0 much of a 
certain vty Ay sent Bee by virtue of the said section and ers, 
dated the first day of January, 1884, as ordered that the jurisdiction and 
ers under the 5th section of the Debtors Act, 1869, vested in the 
bankruptcy of the High Come bine Seed on 
6 su an @ an 

4 lope compe or 


y 
person by any order ion of suc registrars to the judge to 
whom bankruptcy business ts and subject to a proviso that { 
case should appear to the : ke for com: ie 


one mittal 
adjourn the same to be Sued batons the todos tp whom bank- 








5. 


— 





March 7, 1885, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL: 309 





—-—— | 





— 


the date aforesaid rescinded, and the said Order shall thereafter be read 
and construed as if the words commencing ‘ and do further order” 
down to the conclusion of the said Order were omitted therefrom: Pro- 
vided always that nothing in this Order shall affect the proceedings in 
any debtor’s summons taken out before a bankru — at any time 
before the said fourth day of April 1885, and y such p 

—— and may have effect and continue as if this “Order had not been 


mated the fourth day of March, 1885. 
(Signed) Sstzorne, O. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Bianco Warts, solicitor, of Chancery-lane and Guildford, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Guildford and Godalming County 
Courts (Circuit No. 45), in succession to the late Mr. George White. Mr. 
T. B. White was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 

Mr. Joun Coops, solicitor (of the firm of Coode & Shilson), of St. 
Austell, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Cornwall (Mr. Richard 
Foster) to be Under Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Coode was.admitted a solicitor in 1854. 

Mr. Cuartes Henry Srrrra, barrister, of Allahabad, has been appointed 
to officiate as Judge of the High Court of the Punjaub. Mr. Spitta was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1869. 

Mr. Joun Crow Porrsr, solicitor, of Billiter lesen, | Billiter-street, and 
of Richmond, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme "Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF ‘OF PARTNERSHIPS. 

Artuur ALEXANDER CorsgLiis, Henry Nicnoias Corssiiis, and Hanrr 
Mossor, solicitors, East Hill, Wandsworth, and No. 1, Quality-court, 
Chancery-lane, Middlesex (Corsellis, Son, & Mossop), so far as regards the 
said Arthur Alexander Corsellis. Dec. 31. In future the said practice 
will be carried on by the said Henry Nicholas Corsellis and Henry Mossop 
at both the above-mentioned places of business, under the style or firm of 
Corsellis & Mossop. [ Gazette, Feb. 27.] 

Rossrt Manizy Lows and Francis Lows, 2, Temple-gardens, Inner 
Temple, London (R. M. & F. Lowe), solicitors, Feb. 28. 

[Gasette, March 3. ] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 2.—Bilis Read a Second Time. 
Prrvatz Brirs.—Bermondsey Vestry ; Columbia Market and Railways ; 
Hartlepool Headland Protection; Hull Capen Bridge and Improve- 


ments; Liverpool Cathedral ; ee eae Manchéster Ship 
Canal; Otley Board ; Penwortham Bridge ; Selby Dam Drainage. 
Marriages Legalizetion 


March 3.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Paivats Briis.—Auld’s Patent ; Cardiff, Penarth, and Barry Junction 


Railways ; Huntingdon Co: ration and Freemen’s Arrangement ; Newark | 7% 


Markets and Fairs ; Shanklin and Chale Railway ; Southampton Corpora- 
tion ; Ward’s City ‘of London School for Girls. " 


HOUSE OF oF COMMONS. 
March 2.—Bills Read a Second Time, 
Privats Bri1s.—Ashton-under- Lyne, Gealyuiian, and Dukinfield 


(District) Water ; Blackburn Water; Bu wmeagg d Guiseley, 
Yeadon, and Rawdon Railway; Hadlow V: io’ way ; Lincoln Cor- 
poration Gas Purchase ; sere 1 saps; London Central Sub- 
way; Northwich Local B Water ; ey Water ; 
Oxford Corporation Water; St. Helen’ ¢ and’ Wie pi wh mg wavem A 
Stalybridge Gas Transfer; Westerham and Railway ; W 
Extension. 

Bill in Committee. 


Elections in Counties (Hours of Poll). 
March 3.—Bills Read a Second Time, 
Private Brits.—Isle of Axholme Railway; Bradford Waterworks and 


Improvement ; Scarborough, Bridlington. and West Junction 
Railways ; Hastings ey ration ; So Wheek Improvement ; land 
Corporation ; Wakefield rporation ; rexham and Ellesmere Railway. 








THE PROPOSED ASSIGNMENT OF 
CHANCERY CAUSES. 


Wn believe that the following will be found to be an approximately 
accurate list of the chancery causes which, as announced here, are 
io aes § to be assigned for hearing to a judge of the Queen's Bench 


From = Jvetion Currry. 
nese Actiona. 
Bengt Y Gough 1884 G 137 "aely 18, 1884 
Hordern vy Faulkner 1884 H 551 Sul 3, 1884 


Maaers vy Morse 1884 M 1077 Ju 
prlegtave v Baifery 1884 O 1071 


ley v Land Investment Co 1884 Saigo July 28, 1884 





Bennett v Ashwin 1883 B 2269 July 28, 

Bradford Bnkng Co v Son & Co, La 1884 B 2495 Aug 2, 1884 
Mackrell v Stone 1884 1840 Aug 12, 1884 

nes ye ~~ 4. & ang 6 

em v Hemming ug 

he Lewis: Neat v Brown 3 Boge a iad Aug 14, 1884 

Mew v Cass 1884 M 443 

pene Sea - os 2b am 1884 


Cee lly yn a Be 
‘Oct 2h 1881 


Palmer v Walton 1884 


Re King, King v Norris 1883 K 1185 Now 4, 1884 
Hollings v Garrold 1883 H 5247 Nov 5, 1884 
Betts v Miller 1882 B 6611 Nov7, 1884 

Wright v Parish 1884 W 45 Nov 13, 1884 

Wise v Baker 1884 W 1892 Nov 14, 1884 

Farlow v Thom: 1884 F 1108 Nov 18, 1884 
Baker & Sonsv MN Inman 1883 B 2387 Nov 24, 1884 
Nembhard v Patman 1884 N 190 Nov 26, 1884 
Saunders v Denee 1884 S 3412 Dec 5, 1884 

Re Taylor, Shaw v Taylor 1884 T 919 — 1884 
Bassett v Davies 1884 B 4554 Dec 6, 

Young v Barclay & Brand & anr 18384 — Dec 12, 1834 
Re Rees, Jones v Jeffries 1884 J 124 Dec 18, 1884 
Pain v Eve 1884 P 1837 Dec 19, 1884 

Re Whitlock, Whitlock v Whitlock 1884 W 875 Dec 22, 18%4 
Hughes v Nutt & anr , &c 1884 H 1223 Dec 24, 1884 
Collier v Bertin 1883 109 Jan 2, 1885 

Darlow v Scratton ise. D 2220 Jan 6, 1885 
Bedwell vy Trower 1884 B 4902 Jan7, 1885 
Coles vy Lanham 1884 © 2831 Jan 7, 1885 


1831 W 2198 Jan 13, 1885 
v Plant 1884 P 2333 Jan 15, 1885 
jones » See &c,Co 1884 L 1145 Jan 17, 1885 
bb v Craig a4 C 2764 Jan 27, 1835 
Linger v Linger 1884 2085 Jan 29, 1885 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IX ATTENDANCE ON 


Appeal Count APppgaL Court Mr. Justice 
Date. No.1. 3 No.2. V. C. Bacox. ‘Ear. 


Mr. Lavie Mr. 
Wari 
La’ 


Pugh Ward 
Lavie 
Pugh Ward 


a, Justice Mr. Justice 
ORTH. PEARSON. 
Mr. Merivale Mr. 





M. 
Merivale 
King 





COMPANIES. 


Te, ot 1, to appolnted fur hearing and cdjediating upon 
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Ruovppa Mountain Steam Coat Company, LimitTED.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 24, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on March7, Flux 
and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the petitioner _ 

i Gazette, Feb. 27.) 


AUSTRALIAN WINE Company, LuutrEp.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Feb. 
20, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Cobbold and Woolley, Chancery lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

C. A. WALTER AND CoMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated 
Feb 28, it was ordered that the voluntary vinding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

IsLE OF WicHT TraDiInc Company, LimiTep.—Ry an order made by Kay, J.. 
dated Feb 20, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Vallance and 
Vallanc>, solicitors for the petitioners 
UTH WALES CRYSTALIZING AND DECORATING ComPANY, LimiTED.—Creditors 
are required, on or before March 21, to send their names and addresses, and 
the —— of their debts or claims, to Alfred Harrison, 10, John st, 
Adelphi, Monday, March 30, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims 


(Gazette, March 8.1 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

GREAT Harwoop Butts Spinning CoMPaNy, LimiTED.—Creditors are uired, 
on or before March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Thomas Waterworth, 3, Tacketts st, Blackburn. 
Friday, April 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

[ Gazette, March 8.1} 


Frienpty Socretres Dissotvep. 
=~ a LODGE, PHILANTHROPIC InsTITUTION, Upper Lion, Brynmawr, Brecon. 


‘Wipow AND ORPHANS’ FuND, CARDIFF District, MERTHYR UNITY, PHILAN- 
THROPIC INSTITUTION, 31, Richards st, Cardiff. Feb 25 
[ Gazette, Feb. 27.1 


RvuGBY FRIENDLY Soctety, Graziers’ Arms Inn, Rugby, Warwick, Feb 26 
[ Gazette, March 3.]} 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
TUESDAY, March 3, 1885. 
Gade, WE Robert, Gouttagll, Coat aeccheat._ Feb 25 _ - 
och, Jo’ Samuel Drury. owne rd, Nottin il, Gene in her 
. Majesty’s Army. Feb 26 i A 
THE BANKRUPTOY ACT, 1883, 
AY, Feb, 27, 1885, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Adams, Edward Charles, Vigo st, Regent st, Gent. High Court. Pet Dec 30. 
m. Feb , a anf a 11 8 Bs, Sépecias inn fields 
son, , Bradford, Yor! ire, Milliner. Bradford. b 23, 
Feb 23. Exam Mar 17 at 12 Bet er Pe ee 
Balderson, Edward, Kingston on Hull, Builder. Kingston on Hull. Pet Feb 23. 
Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 9 at 2 at Courthouse, Townhall, Hull 
Beard, David, Gloucester, Coal Merchant. Gloucester. Pet Feb 28. Ord Feb 24, 


Exam ce 14 
Bloomfield, Thomas, Norwich, Boot Dealer. Norwich, Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23, 
Mar 18 at 12 at the Shirehall, Norwich Castle 


Brooke, Tom Smith, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant. uddersfield. 
Ord Feb 25. Exam Mar 13 at 10 ‘ +? “ ieee 
Burgess, William, Hilton terr, Fulham rd, Watchmaker. High Court. Pet Feb 
28. Ord Feb 23, Exam April 1 at 11-at34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Butterworth, James, Micklehurst, Cheshire, Flannel Finisher. Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 5 
Clarkson, John Alderson, Scarborough, Wine Merchant. Scarborough. Pet Feb 
24, Grageb . ie suet 21 at 12 
an ohn Cornford, Mayfield, Sussex, Builders. Tunbrid 
ells. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 17 at 2.30 ” 
Coverdale, Thomas, Middlesborough, Wineseller. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
h. Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 25. Exam Mar 6 
Currell, Henry, Mile End rd, Hnm Dealer. High Court, Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 
24. Exam April 1 at 11 at 34, Lincoin’s inn fields 
derick, Brothertoft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Feb 21. 
ast Willian b hy th 
A vans, outh, Con zation ini . Eas » use, 
Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar a , isrqarnst einen, 
via les, Edmond, Jermyn st, St James’s, Count. High Court. Pet Jan 1, 
‘eb 24. Exam April 1 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dunell, , Belsize crescent, South Hampstead, no occupation. High Court. 
Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dyer, William, Northumberland pl, Bayswater, Builder. High Court. Pet Feb 
24. Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Edwards, Rees, Ebbw Vale, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Feb 21, 
Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar i4 at 10.30 
Faulkner, Louis, Hereford rd, Bayswater. High Court. PetFebi2. Ord Feb 25 
Exam April 17 at 11 24, Lincoln’s inn fields 4 
Griffiths, arford Harvey, Charterhouse blds, Merchant. High Court. Pet Feb 
25. Ord Feb 25. Exam April 17 at.11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
> Swansea, Surveyor. Swansea. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23, Exam 
Haugh, Robert, North Shields, Provision Dealer, - 
_ | Feb 3. exam March : ler, Newcastle-on-Tyne. Pet Feb 
Boymes, ar’ oventry, Warwickshire, Grocer. Coventry. Pet . 
‘eb 28, Team Mor 30 at 2, County hall, Coven Ke deena 
Hi W: , Wolverhampton, out of business. Wolverhampton. Pet 
sige ek eects = 
. , Barons Court road, West Kensington, Commission’ Agent. 
. “treme Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 25. Exam April 17 at 11, 34, Lincoin’s inn 
Hinde, Charles, Sheffield, Baker. 
tare enn er. Sheffield. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 25. Exam 


Edwin Francis, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Liverpool. Pet Febi4. Ord 
fF 2. Exam Mar 9 at 11.30, Court house, Government bdgs, Victoria st, 


verpool 
Hi Nathan, Brighton, Tailor. : 
nime, siete rig’ Tailor. Brighton. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 24. Exam 


ale so Joseph. Easington, Durham, Farmer. Sunderland. Pet Feb 21. 


r 12 
and Kate Stan , Birmingham, Millin irmi 
17. Fon ea teian Tere 


oe ere, Cheshire, Plumber. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 24. 
J Festini I 
Ord' Fob 25, pee og, Merionethshire, Joiner. Bangor. Pet Feb 25. 


Eda P ‘ 
Feb 24. Ord F ~ ty vig my oo Cormarthenshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet 


roe 





—S> 


Jubb, George. Aldborough-in-Holderness, Yorkshire, Farmer. Kingston-upon- 
Hull. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 23 at 2, Court house, Townhall 
Hull 


Judges, George, Ramsgate, House Decorator. Canterbury. Pet Feb 20. Ord 
Feb 2 


eb 21. 

Koski, Woolf, Houndsditch, Juvenile Clothier. High Court. Pet Feb 23. Ord 
Feb 23. Exam Mar 26 at 11, 34, Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 

Lowry. George Arthur, Homer st, Marylebone, Cab Proprietor. High Court, 
Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 24 at 11.30, 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Martin, He Birkenhead, Leather Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 13, Ord Feb 
25. Exam Mar 11 

North, Matthew Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire, Painter. Oldham. Pet Feb 23, 
Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 17 at 12 

Pace, William Walter, Leeds, Clothier. Leeds. Pet Feb 24, Ord Feb 24. Exam 
Mar 17 at 11 

Perraton, Frederick Henry, Kirby st, Hatton Garden, Bookbinder. High 
Court. Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb%25, Exam Mar 26 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
field 


elds 

Prudham, William, Neweastle on Tyne, Flour Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Feb 21. Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 3 

Rayson, Alfred, South st, Ponder’s End, Corn Merchant. Edmonton. Pet Feb 
25. Ord Feb 25. Exam April 17 at 1 at Court house, Edmonton 

Searle, Samuel, St Austell, Cornwall, Builder. Truro, Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 25 
Exam Mar 19 at 11 d 

Silva, John, and Frederic Silva, Crutched Friars, Merchants. High Court. 
Feb 24. Ord Feb 25. Exam April 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 

Singleton, Sam, Huddersfield, Joiner. Huddersfield. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 2. 
Exam Mar 13 at 10 

Skinner, James, Sedlescombe, Sussex, Farmer. Hastings. PetFeb7. Ord Feb 
21. Exam Mar 23 

Smith, Frank Samuel Trought, and Hugh Keene, Bournemouth, Furniture 
Dealers. Poole. Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 25. Exam Mar 18 at 3 at Townhall, 

‘oole 

Smith, Henry James, and John Hewett Thomas, Ledbury, Herefordshire, Cider 
Merchants. Worcester. Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 25, Exam Mar 12 at 11 

Spencer, John, Huddersfield, Clothier. Huddersfield. Pet Feb 23, Ord Feb 23. 

xam Mar 13 at 10 : 

Steel, William Brooke, Swansea, Mechanical Engineer. Swansea. Pet Feb 4, 
Ord Feb 24. Exam Mar 19 

Suttaby, Joseph, Saxilby, Lincolnshire, Saddler. Lincoln. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 

4 


24. xam Mar 13 at 2.30 

Swindell, Jarvis, Castleton, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Stockport. Pt 
Feb 23. Ord Feb 23, Exam Mar 6 at 1.30 

Tilley, Al Bridgwater, Somersetshire, out of business. Bridgwater. Pet 
Feb7. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 


7 

Turner, William, Sheffield, Fruit Merchant. Sheffield, Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 25, 
Exam Mar 19 at 11.30 

Warner, James, Goswell rd, Ham Dealer. High Court. Pet Feb24. Ord Feb 
24, Kixam Mar 31 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Watson, Alexander Hook, Basinghall st, Clerk in General Registry Office for 
Shipping and Seamen. High Court. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 31 
at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Watts, Perceval James, Kirtling, Cambridgeshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Cam- 
bridge. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 25 at 2 

Williams, William Robert, Werter rd, Putney, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Feb 
25. Ord Feb 25. Exam Mar 26 

Wood, Albert, Whitechapel rd, Victualler. Fiqh Court. Pet Jan 28. Ord Feb 
23. Exam Mar 31 at 1! at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Norice oF DATE OF PUBLIC EXAMINATION. 

Hanmer, Edward John Henry, Stockgrove pk, nr Leighton Buzzard. High 
ones transfer from Luton, New Pub Exam Mar 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s 
inn fie 


First MEETINGS. 


Atkinson, Frank, Bradford, Yorkshire, Milliner. March 9 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Ivegdte chbrs, Bradford 
Badart, Antoine Frangois, and George Badart, Lower Ordnance Mills, Rother- 
hithe st, Seed Crushers. March 18 at 11.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portuga! st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bagness, John Charles, Sunninghill, Berkshire, Boot Manufacturer. March ¢ at 
12. 28 and 29, St Swithin’s lane 
Balderson, Edward, Kingston upon Hull, Builder. March 9 at 10.30, Hall of 
Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Brooke, Tom Smi uddersfield, Coal Merchant. March 11 at1i. Official Re- 
ceiver, New st, Huddersfield 
Butterworth, James, Micklehurst, Cheshire, Warehouseman. March 9 at 2. 
Official Receiver, Townhall chmbrs, Ashton under Lyne 
Clayton, Joseph, and John Cornford, Mayfield, Sussex, Builders. March 9 at 2, 
essrs Spencer and Reeve, Mount pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 
Cotton, Charles, Nottingham, Machinist. March 6 at12. Official Receiver, Ex- 
change walk, Nottingham 
Curtois, Frederick, Brothertoft, Lincolnshire, Farmer. March 18 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 48, High st, Boston 
Darby, William Evans, Plymouth, Congregational Minister. March 9 at 3. 
Official Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
Devonshire, Daniel Wilson, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Fishmonger. March 12 at 
10.30. Mr W B Whall, Market sq, pes Lape . 
Edwards, Rees, Ebbw Vale, Monmouths , Grocer. March 9 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Merthyr _ 
ba ino 9 on gad John, Finchingfield, Essex, Grocer. March 12 at 11. Townhail, 
0. ester 
Greasle: aati, Norwich, Music Hall Manager. Marché at 10. H P Gould, 
orwic 
Harris, Thomas, Swansea, Surveyor. March9ati1. 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
North 8) M 

















Haugh, Robert, lhields, Provision Dealer. 7 at 12, Official Re- 
ceiver, County chbrs, hemp med rd, Newcastle on Tyne 

Haymes, Charles, Coventry, Grocer. March 9 at 3. ward Thomas Peirson, 46, 
Jordan well, Coven 

Hemmings, William, Wolverhampton, out of business. March 9 at 4. Official 
Receiver, Wolverhampton 


Huggins, Henry Thomas, Lytton rd, New Barnet, Seed Merchant. March 10 at 
11, 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Jubb, George, Holderness, Yorkshire, Farmer. March 10 at 2. Hall of Hull 
Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 

J ym George, Ramsgate, House Decorator. March 6 at 2.” 72, High st, Rams- 


ga 
Melgerint, F, Cannon st, Director of Companies, March 12at11. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Morris, John, Midhurst, Sussex, Tailor. March 6 at 12.80, Chamber of Commerce, 


145, Cheapside 

North, Matthew Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire Painter. Mar 9 at 3.30 at Town- 
hall, Rochester 

Nunn, Sophia Ann, Ordnance rd, St John’s Wood, Grocer. Mar 9 at 12 at 33 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Olive, John, Dennett rd, Croydon, Carpenter. Mar 6 at12, Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria, Westminster 

Pape, Thomas, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Mar 9at11. Official Receiver, Park 


row, 
Paret, Fanelie, Clarendon Camden Town, Artificial Flower Maker. Mar 9 at 
2 at 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
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Payne, Savne, William, North End, Croydon, Bootmaker. Mar 9 at 12. Official Re- 
sviver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster ; 
Prudham, William, Newcastle, Flour Dealer. Mar 7 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Jeweller. Mar 10 at 12 at Bank- 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


ruptcy 
Belmion Charles Goodwin, jun, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Mar 9 
Mr L Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
ie eeck, John, Blackburn, Tapentiee. Licensed Victualler. Mar 6 at 8 at 
County Court ouse, Blackburn 
Sbreeve, James John Riches, and jones bg Gosiesten, Suffolk, Boat 
Builders. Mar9ati. Mr L Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
Sidley, John William (sep estate), ‘Nottingham, Frilling Maker. Mar 6 at 2. 
Official Receiver, Exc Ww so 
Si jeton, Com, Huddersfield, Joiner. Mar9at 3. Official Receiver, New st 


Sine, J ames, a Sussex, Farmer. Mar 6 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 


brs, 

Smith, Henry James, and fF ohn Hewett Thomas, Ledbury, Herefordshire, Cider 
erchants. Mar 11 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 

Smith, Henry James (s (sep cstete). Lament Herefordshire, Cider Merchant. Mar 

1a eiver, W: 
William _Brooke. eae. ae Mechanical Engineer. Mar 10 at 11. Official 
eam 6, a st, Swansea gin . 
2 Buttaby, Joo. , Lincolnshire, Saddler. Mar 13 at12. Official Receiver, 


coln 

atiniell Jarvis, sq. Loa Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. Mar 9 at 3.30. 
Official Receiver, County chbrs, k ph meetuces 

Tarling, Thomas James, Burdett rd, Mile End, Coal Merchant. Mar 10 at 11 at 

incoln’s inn fields 

Feamoe, ohn Hewett (sep estate ane. Herefordshire, Cider Merchant. 

‘ar liat 2.30. Official Tog tn reester 
Tiley, Albert, Bridgwa Some ersetahire, out of business. Mar7 at 11. W. H 
Tamlyn Auctioneer, ris st, Bridgwater 


iz 
aes 





ae 
a) 
a 
z 
ry 
M- 


Toogood, ‘Geo: ome Tiegeent, nr Stockton on Tees, Grocer. Mar 13 
at 11 at moron kton on Tees 
Ulrich, Threadneedle st, Foreign Banker. Mar 2 at 11.30 at 


ey 
Westaway, John, Harte ord, Farmer. Mar7 at 11.15. County and cf arate 


Guildfdérd, Surrey 
Wonersley, James Testes, Sa Lanes Aerated Water Maker. Mar 6 at 3.30. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal s coln’s inn fields 


DJUDICATIONS. 
Adeths, Are Arthur Sinclair, onus ‘Thames ob Clerk. High Court. Pet Jan 24. 
A 


aaaaan. Frank, Bradford, Yorkshire, Milliner. Bradford. Pet Feb 23. Ord 


Feb 23 
Balierson, Edward, Kingston upon Hull, Builder. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
‘eb 

Boulton, Joe Seels, Beansgate, Bolton, Chemist. Bolton. Pet Feb 9. Ord 


Feb 23 
Pith — Smith, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant. Huddersfield. Pet Feb 25. 


Burgess, be eA Hilton terr, Fulham rd, Watch Maker. High Court. Pet 
‘eb 
Cyteeens, Charles Exton, Manchester, Gent. Salford. Pet Dec 20. Ord 


F 
Coverdale, Thomas, Middles shorgnat, Beer Seller. Stockton on Tees and 


Middlesborough. Pet Feb 25 Feb 25 
Mile End rd, Ham Dealer. High Court. ee * 24. Ord Feb 24 
Kingston upon 


Currell, Henry, 
De Meza, J. oseph, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor and Outfi 
Hull. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 25 
a, Daniel Wilson, Norfolk, Fishmonger. King’s Lynn. Pet Feb 18. 
ae, Se, Ebbw Vale, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Feb 23. 
rd Fe’ 
Foasing, ould} pean, , Shap, Westmorland, Granite Merchant. Carlisle. Pet 
Fesnels, Rivers. Fos Pontnewydd, Monmouthshire, Baker. Newport (Mon.) Pet 
Jan Ord Fe» 
Govier: — Blue Cross st, Leicester sq, Saddler. High Court. Pet Jan 7. 
'e 
rs pe = a jun, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Draper. Cardiff. Pet Feb 5. 
Hulme, Nathan, Brighton, Tailor. Brighton. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 2! 
7 ba 8., Parliament st, Surveyor of Taxes. High Court. Pet Jan 5. 
eb 
ont John William, Festiniog, Merionethshire, Joiner. Bangor. Pet Feb 25. 


, Thomas James, Gaisford st, Kentis Li 

Gnaley, Prone Somes, | ipistow ord st, Kentish Town rd, Solicitor’s Clerk. High 
Linuas, Wien, Southwell, Wostinghamslitne, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet Feb 
3 2y Henry, Birkenhead, Leather Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 13. Ord 


Meow, ae eS Hugh, Spencer rd, Hornsey, Financial Agent, High Court. 
sec, A., Old Gampton st, Soho, Hotel Proprietor. High Court, Pet Jan 8. 


a, 1 Ghatles Alston, Barwick House, nr Yeovil. High Court. Pet Sept 4 
nPet Reb gy Ohd Feat Sevenoaks, Stone Quarryman. Tonbridge Wells. 
Sady, Ralph, Huddersfield, Cabinet Maker. Huddersfield, Pet Feb 20. Ord 
Poe x M., Threadneedle st, Merchant. High Court. Pet Jan7. Ord Feb 25 
Pru William, we ewcastle on Tyne, Flour Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Feb 21. ” Ord x 
Raven, W: 
Rhodes, Ji 
20, ‘eb 24. 
Dec 23 


rdy, Regent st, Hatter. Court. Pet Jan 24, Ord Feb 23 
Fa ahh Cannock, Staffo re, Farmer. Walsall. Pet Feb 


jitanbury rd, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Baker. High Court. Pet 


, James John Riches, an d James ag Gorleston, Suffolk, Boatbuilders. 
Bam, aia igor, Huddersticla. Pot # Ora Feb 
ait e ae oiner. uw e t 25 
ener in Alexander, Cardi, Builder. Cardif. Feb 10.” Ord Feb 20 
tieton, a beahicg la Licensed Victualler Stockport. Pet 


‘Gad tok Tolas 
mies Higakwesrmouth Shore, Durham, Chainmaker. Sunderland. 
Vincent, William St Toy ny Ha eats 5 Heath, Sussex, Watchmaker’s Assis- 
19, e! 
Noeiaaems, Geek. Nera Beare et Feb 7. Ord Feb 25 
WwW 1, am Dealer Court. “Pet Be b 24. Ord Feb 24 
eee Bee n rd, Harrow rd, Retired Majorin H M Army. High 


Cambridgeshire, Clerk in Holy Orders, 


Kirtling, 
ge. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 23 


Wore, George, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth, Builder. Poole. Pet Feb5. Ord 
Wilkes, Goceee Henry, Wolverhampton, Butcher. Wolverhampton. Pet Feb 


4. Ord Feb 
TuespaYy, March 3, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Allen, Edward Hanley, Hangerswd, Berkshire, Grocer. Newbury. Pet Feb 27. 
Ord Feb 27.. Exam Mar 11 at 2 

Barnhouse, William, Chepstow, Aion. Theonael Vicker, Newport, Mon. Pet 
Feb 27. Ord Feb 27. mee ies 18 

Bell, — , Birmingham, Hosier. “Sitmingham, Pet Feb 27. Ord Feb 27. 
etn Alfred, H en Yorkshire, Bookseller. York. Pet Feb28, Ord Feb 
Brier, Samuel, rand “frederick Webster, Halifax, Woolstaplers. Halifax. Pet 
Feb 28. Ord Feb 28. Exam April 14 

Bright, Malachi, Fovant, Wiltshire, Mason. Salisbury. Pet Feb27. Ord Feb 27. 


nap Sok s 10 at 
B wrence Segind, Chancery lane, Esta’ ent. Court. Pet April 

art Laren b 2. Beam’ April 1 av ii at 3 Aen fig 4 
Carlile. James Walker, Widnes, . Timber Merchant. Liverpoo! 

art bag ¢ a. ee | Feb 28. Exam Mar 12 at 11.30 at Court house, ae. 
ome: Nags, Fieabeeh and Thomas Carter, Brough, nr Hope, Derbyshire, Farmers. 

Shoficld. Pot Feb 14, Ord Feb 26. Exam Mari9atir30. 
Chases, se, vans, Cornwall, Coachbuilder. Truro. Pet Feb27. Ord 

, ri9 at il 
Buttermere, Cumberland, Widow. Cockermouth and Workington. 


Dixon, Grace, 
Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 23. Exam Mar 16 at 3.15 
Desee, TS omas, Newark on Trent, Slater. Nottingham. Pet Feb 28, Ord Feb 


Dudson, Samuel, and Charles H: Parrish, Nottingham, Joiners. Nottingham. 
Pet Feb 27, Ord Feb 27, Exam 17 





sr ey rey, , Linendraper. Halifax. Pet Feb 26. Ord Feb 26. Exam 
ll 
ran pln yy Gloucester, Solicitor. Gloucester. Pet Feb 27. Ord Feb 28. 
xam 
oT =, Wala gery, Mort » Mortar Tydfil, no occupation. Carmarthen. Pet Feb 
Giffo Rowland, Sava al Tower hill, Trawl Manufacturer. Court. 
ee an27. Ord F 3 35." Exam ry 


April 17 at 11 at 34, Ca ar fel 
Gontrey Je J aoe, Gainsborough, 1 ee Boot Maker. Lincoln. Pet Feb 


Harvey, week Rawson, Kingston upon Hull, Hosier. Kingeton n Hak. Pet 

Feb 27. Ord Feb 27, Exam Mar 23 at 2 at Court house, ownhall, Hul 

Holmes, By OR. hy nr Alfreton, Derbyshire, Tomevers | Knitter. 

Derby. Pet Feb 2. Ord Feb 26, Exam Mar 14 

Horsley, J ee Gateshead, Durhara, Draper. Ne Socastie on Tyne. Pet Feb 26. 
Ord Feb 26, Exam Mar 10 

Israel, Julius, Curtain rd, sho reditch, Wholesale Confectioner. ie Court. Pet 
Feb 17. Ord Feb 256. Exam Apr 17 ‘at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jenzen, Carl, High st, Poplar, Ship Chandler. h Court. Pet Febi9. Ord 
Feb 27. Exam Apr 17 at 11 at 34, coln’s inn fiel 

Jones, William, Liverpool, Builder. Liv ries Victor Feb = re Feb e. Exam 
Mar 9 at 12 at Court house, Government Lavecponl 

idler. Sier” Hertto Pet Feb 26. 


Jones, William Jordan, a Hertfordshire, 
Ord Feb 26, Exam Apr8 
Kille nm fxs Richrd, Shelton, Draper. Stoke upon Trent and Longton. Pet Feb 26. 
Exam Mar 12 at 11.15 
tila 3 J ames, s, Chester, Greengrocer. Chester. Pet Feb27. Ord Feb28. Exam 
ar 26 
vm ~ to Frank, hay. my? Hertfordshire, Contractor. St Albans. Pet Feb 12. Ord 


Herbert Hinchliffe, bia. xa Ma nr _mnenaerenee, Tailor. Hudders- 
field. PerFeb a1. Ord Feb 
Mavrogordato, Emanuel a te st Within, Merchant. igh 
Court. Pet Feb 10. A, x? pay bane 16 at 11 at 34, vere inn fiel 
Meee. Malcolm. Frederic k C r Bates, Rood lan Surveyors. 
h Court. Pet ppt 4, "Ord Feb 27. Enon Age 16 at 11 at 34, ‘Linco!’ sinn 


fields 
Ostler, Prilion Rovers, Routhamptos, lé Licensed Victualler. Southampton. Pet 
27. ‘eb 27 xam Mar 

Perkins, Thomas Walter, Che epetow, Monmouthshire, a of business. Newport 
(Mon.}. Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 26, Exam Mar 12 

Player, Edward, Swansea, Prisoner in Prison at Gardifl Swansea. Pet Feb 27. 

Ord Feb 27 xam Mar 19 

Price , Henry, Bow lane, Avent. High Court. Pet Feb 4, Ord Feb 27. Exam 
Apr 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fen 

Rawlinson, Edward, Eeontamenain. Smack Owner. Scarborough; Pet Feb 28. 
Ord Feb 28. Exam = 21 at 12 

Redman, James, Maryport, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Cockermouth and Work- 

Richon > on Heb 26 "oat veerford, Wiltshire, Farm Bailiff. Newbury. Pet 
c! jens, e e, Hungerfo: ‘arm ewbury. 

Rate Bi. “Ord Poh a” Bx 1 -— iat Shrewsb Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 27. Exa 

rts, Tho; oO ury. e . e ° m 

Mar 17 at Shirehall, al 

wi $s Edward, Derrow Furness, no occupation. Preston. Pet Feb 

Ord Feb Exam Mar 27 
Sheawick, Philip, Swansea, Clothier. Swansea. Pet Feb 26. Ord Feb 26. Exam 


Mar 19 

sinclair, Rincigte Anterem, Brighton, Draper. Brighton. Pet Feb 25. Ord Feb 
Exam 9 a 

stubs Thome Recke-npon- Treg an Treat, Auctioneer. Stoke-upon-Trent. Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 28. 


Thornton, Charles » Vanstone a Walham Green, Auctioneer. High Court. 
Pet Feb 27. Ord Fe 97, ‘Exam-A; ril 14 at 11 
a —_—, Sheffield, out of ess. Sheffield. Pet Feb 27. Ord Feb 


Exam M 30 
Wilson, Richard Henry, North ebar. Haan Mag 10 Chemist. Newcastle- 


N 
on-Tyne. Pet eb a at. oe OS Fobs 27. 10 
Be der. ne Court. Pet Feb 


Wo. {0nd Reb ah Clapton, Buil 

25. Ord Feb 26. ‘xem rent, 9 Se tee pie ora fel 

2 vat Apri Leeds, Turner. Leeds. Pet Feb 28. Ord Feb 
poy ae 


Young, Richard, Gevesenie, Horse Dealer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Feb 27. Ord 
Feb 27. Exam Mar 7 

Mu — None oe DaTE OF PUBLIC ae iN. apie Bem 
are, Charles Jo \ Court. New 
Exam Mar 12 at 11, ' 34, Lincoln inn Ore Gant citkinn fer Dae Bxan having 

adjourned sine die 
First MEETINGS. 
Attfield, Ernest, West Coven. Auctioneer’s Clerk. Mar 10 at 3. Officia 


x Victoria st, Westminster 
12. cial Recei 1 pl, Ni te as 
4 ver, % Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 
Beard, Dav Gloucester, 10 at 3. Official isis de 





att. Thomas, Norwich, Boot Dealer. Mar 10 at 3, Official Receiver, 
st, Norwich 


SA SET AS SS SES 
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Bray, Eldred, Pinner, Middlesex, Greengrocer. Mar 10at8. Messrs. Ewen and 
Roberts, 75, 6, Chancery In 

See: Samuel, and Frederick Webster, Halifax, Woolstaplers. Mar 13 at 11. 

cial Receiver, Townhall chbrs, Halifax 
"aps t, Malachi, Fovant, nr Salisbury, Mason. Mar 12 at 3. Official Receiver, 
hg pe Salisb bury 

Edward, St. Suspat'e gr, Battersea, Licensed Victualler. Mar 13 

ant ie L1 mn 1B, Carey st, Line Lincoln’s i 

Thomas Garter, Brough. 2 ar Pope, Derbyshire, Farmers. 


Oar ii at 1. Othelal Receiver, whe gy AS 
Cov Thomas, Middlesboroug Beer Seller. “Mar 11 at11, Official Receiver, 
8, Al rd Middlesborough 
Cooper, —, and w, Dante rd, Newington Butts, Builders. Mar 10 at 12.30. 
Bankruptcy st, ee 8 inn fields 
Esdaile, bert, Newsham ok nr sgrerpen, Gentleman. Mar 12 at 3. Official 
ver, 35, Victoria st, — 








Firth, Storey, Helos, Linen Draper. March 12 at 11. Official Receiver, Town- 


Freakin, Daniel, Benjamin Pilling, and Edward Wilkinson, Padiham, Lan- 
hire, Cotton Manufacturers. Mar 12 at 3.30. Official Receiver, Ogdens ‘chbrs, 
Bridee, st, Honchiether 
Gay =, Debert Henry, sees rd, Richmond, Comesiien Agent. Mar 12 at 12.30. 


rapeer bass, Po lt, Linooln’s inn fields 
ana e erthyr Tydfil, no occupation. Mar 10 at 2.30. Official 


ver, 6, Quay st, emertoen 
of Hull In — ted ‘Law o perin ue Hosier Beats eg ott Hail’ 
corpora’ ety, coln’s , Bowlalley lane, 
i. Mert Sheffield, Baker. March 11 at i Official Receiver, Figtree 
e, 
Holmes. Thomas, Stonebroom, nr Alfreton, Framework Knitter. March 11 at 12. 
Official Receiver, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Hopcroft, Thomas Smith, Old Broad st, Gont. March 13 at 11. Bankruptcy 
, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hors) rsley, yy teshead, Durham, Scent March 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 
rs, 
Chamber of Commerce, 


Newcastle on 
° March 10 at 12. 





Hutme =, Brighton, Tailor. 

eapside 

ae Fed W.S., Parliament st, Surveyor of Taxes. March 10 at 12. .33, Carey st, 

Isa2ke, ‘Ades, and Kate Stanway, Birmingham, a. March 11 at 11. Official 
- Receiver, Whitehall chmbrs, Colmore row, Birming' 

Jones, John Wi liam, Lian Festiniog, Morionethshire, ¢ Joiner. March 11 at 12. 
The Hotel, Llandudno Junction 

rd, Liandilo, Carmarthenshire. Grocer. March 10 at 11. 

Official Receiver, 8, Quay +t, Carmarthen 

Killey, Richard, Shelton, raper. Mar 12 2 at 10.30. Official Receiver, Nelson pl, 

ewcastle under by bcm 
a Randolph, Barking, Essex, Contractor, Mar 13 at 4. County 
‘ord 

Laidlaw, Alexander William, Bromley, Agricultural Implement Dealer. Mar 11 
at3. Official Receiver, Victoria st, Westminster 

Lancaster, Charles, Kilgram Grange, nr Bedale, Farmer. Mar 10 at 11.30. Clay’s 
Railway "Hotel, N orthallerton 

Leggett, — , Mark lane, Wine Merchant. Mar 10 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Marshall, Herbert Hinchliffe as nr Huddersfield, Tailor. -Mar 12 at 3. 

cial Receiver, New st, Huddersfield 


mores Henry, Birkenhead, Leather Dealer. Mar 11 at2. Official Receiver, 48, 
Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

Mo Robert, Sussex pl, Onslow dens, South Kensington, Florist. Mar 12 
at 12. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 





Oastler, William Edward, Reuthampten, Licensed Victualler. Mar 12 at 2. Official 
Receiver, East st, Southampton 

~~ Thomas Walter, mapeeew out of business. Mar 12 at 12. Official Re- 

ceiver, Tredegar pl, Ne rt, Mon. 

Player. Edward, Swansea, wh in Cardiff Prison. Mar 18 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Rutiand st, Swansea 

Richens, Henry Slade, Hungerford, Wiltshire, Farm Bailiff. March 11 at 12.30. 
Three Swans Hotel, Hungerford 

—, bom 19 Swansea, Clothier. March 12 at 11. Official Receiver, Rut- 


Binclain Sinclair —~ + yap Brighton, Draper. March 10 at 2.30. Chamber of 
Commerce, Cheaps' 
Smith, Fran Beenie “Trought, and Hugh Keene, Bournemouth, Furniture 
Dealers. March 11 at 1.30. Official Receiver, City chmbrs, Salisbury 
—, Thomas, Narberth, Pembrokeshire, Chemist. March 13 at 11. Official 
re Bristol 
Turner, William, emia, Fruit Merchant. March 11 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, Sheff 
Willm: Fietee een ene Shottel, out of business. March i2at3. Official Receiver, 
e, Sheffi 
‘Wilson, Richard Henry, North Shields, Northumberland, Chemist. March 11 at 
vi Official cial Receiver, County chmbrs, Newcastle on Tyne 
Richard, Sevenoaks, Horse Ls ng _ 18 at 2.30. Messrs. Spencer 
= ves, Mount Pleasant, Tonbridge W 
Eooume 
Apbots. Charles Henry, Birmingham, Hosier. Birmingham. Pet Feb9. Ord 


F 
Atieeld. Ernest, West Croydon, Auctioneer’s Clerk. Croydon. Pet Oct 24 Ord 


Board, David, Gloucester, Coal Merchant. Gloucester. Pet Feb 23. Ord Feb 28 
a ge ei oo Edgbaston, Birmingham, Manager. Birmingham. Pet 


Burrows, Wilson Brailsford, Bradford, Yorkshire, Assistant Surgeon Dentist, 
Bradford, Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 28 

















Cascley, James Henry way, Serateeed en, Sven, Warwt kshire, Organist. Warwick, 
a eeanes gg A ur Henry Hill, Birmingham, Fancy Drapery 
Birmingham. Pot eb 12. Agni Feb - 

Fan ab Spy Gloucestershire, Esquire. Gloucester, 


Oxkarae, “Snemes Aakton . 
Pet Pe 11. Ord Feb7 
Richard, 


Cond ~~ Balls Pond rd, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 22. On 

Cotton, Charles, Nottingham, Machinist. Nottingham. Pet Feb 14. On 

Crock, 5 William, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller. Liverpool. Pet Jan 20. Org 
A ad Marylebone st, Cheesemonger. High Court, 

ene YOrd Feb: : ™ 


Depew, jan Alnwick, Northumberland, Boot Dealer. Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
ebi9. Ord 
, Jackson, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. Lincoln. Pet Feb 


Albert George Abraham, Great St. Helens, Wharfingers, 
h Court. Pet Dec 24. Ord Feb 2 ‘ 
"Gnd Feb 29 F.8., Union st, Borough, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Jan3, 
Hamer, Ca‘ | Fanny, Llandiloes, Montgomeryshire, Innkeeper. Newtown, 
Pot H Feb 9. Ord Feb 26 
Rawson, a Ram deg Hosier, Kingston-upon-Hull, Pet 
Fob a. Ord Feb 27 
Harris, William Sampson, London rd, Southwark, Tailor. High Court. PetJan 
H ‘e 
Hough, Memert. | North Shields, Provision Dealer. Newcastle-on-Tyne. Pet Feb 


Holmes, Thomas, Stonebroom, nr Alfreton, Derbyshire, Framework Knitter, 
Derby. Pet Feb 26. Ord Feb26 
tg peSan, events, Suffolk, Coachbuilder. Bury St. Edmunds. Pet Jan 


Pa, Oscar, Cardiff, Haulier. Cardiff. Pet Jan19. Ord Jan 

Jenckell, Francis, Bradford Yorkshire, Tobacco Merchant. Bradford, Pet Feb 
14 e 

eae eer Higher Tranmere, Cheshire, Plumber. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 
24 r 

Jones, Sidney, Weston super Mare, Tailor. oe: Pet Feb 9. Ord Feb 7 

Jones See Gower rd, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Feb 13, 


Killey, er, ope! Staffordshire, Draper. Stoke upon Trent and Longton. 
et Fe’ 
lay, =< St. Stephen’s rd, Bow, Iron Merchant. High Court. Pet Dec 2, 


een, eamentnien, Chemist. Stoke upon Trent and Long- 


Pace, William Walter, y Aad Glothier. Leeds. Pet Feb 24. Ord Feb 26 

Richardson, John Henry, Stanton, nr Winchcomb, Gloucestershire, Farmer, 
Cheltenham. Pet Feb 13 12. Ord Feb 27 

Bigwagton, Henry, Marston, Gaieetiden, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Feb 3. Ord 


Salmon. Charles Goodwin, the younger, Goctosten, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. 
Great Yarmouth. Pet Feb 19. Ord Feb 26 

Sherry, John, Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 28 

— , yt upon Trent, Auctioneer. Stoke upon Trent + Longt ». 

et Feb 24. Ord Fe 

Wild, Abraham Sutcliffe, Wardle. nr Rochdale, Flannel Merchant. Oldham, 
Pet Dec 31. Ord Feb 26 

Winkley, Charles ~ bas, and Henry Vivian Davies, Crosby bldgs, Great St. 
Helens, Merchan Court, Pet Nov 4. Feb 27 

he ye Benj Sate Predovick, Leeds, Turner. Leeds. Pet Feb 28. Ord 


F 
Wylie, Allan Carswell, Masbro’ rd, Brook Green, Hammersmith, Engineer. High 
Court. Pet Jan 24. Ord Feb 26 
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ECHWEITZER’S COCOATINA., 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
ma § Faculty pronounce it ‘ vhe most nutritious, per- 
y digestible ber erage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
mB and Seraienie te for Invalids and Children. 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
hout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 


ROBE 


& 
all palates keeps for geese in all climates, and is four 


times the strength of cocoas THICKENED gh srg he ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Begistrars, Town Clerks, 
s and Clerks of eres 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 


» &c., and IN REALITY OnEAPER than suc 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
w 8 Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina 4 La Vanittz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer wees is prohibited, 

In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers. 
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EDE AND SON, 


PBS MAKERS,| - 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Ma; the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Piety Bench Corporation of London &e, 


ESTABLISHED 1699. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 
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MLLFE S . MARINE’ 

Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 
Total invested Funds, upwards of £2,000 

‘otal annual premium income exceeds £1,000; 0b 
Carey Orrion: 19 amp 20, Comymii, Loxpom, 5. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
FIRE AND LIFE. oat (T HOME AND ABROAD. 








Loxpos: 1, E.C, Aszupzex: 3, 
ing-street. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1883) :— 
Fire Premiums ... eee ove oe 
| Life Premiums .., + 0 se ~—:184,000 


ee 000 
ee $2,890,000 


Interest... owe 
Accumulated Fund ee oe 










nen tbe aes 





